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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES 
iVlinutes of the 103rd Meeting 



James F. Govan, Presidinpc 



'I'he 1 03rd iVIembership Meeting of the Association of Research Libraries was 
held at tiie Carolina Inn, Chapel Hill, North Carolina, on October 19-20, 1983. 

The program session convened on October 20. After welcoming guests of the 
Association, Mr. Covan turned the meeting over to Program C^bbrdihator Rldred 
Smitli. 
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IN^rKODUCriON 



\i li; S^ilTlI (UnivDrsity cf Minnesota): 11lo program deals with a clustdr of very 

criticai issues for all of us: It is very much the work of the AllL C^bmmiltee on 
Mibiio|^;raphic (^ontrol. It was origininiy prbpdsecJ [)y the past cliair of that 
roiuniittee, Jiiii (iovan on the coniiiiittee^s behalf, and it has been planned and 
developed by the couimittee under its current chair. It gives me great pleasure to 
turn the prograni over to that individual, a pisrsbn^whd I believe is at least as well 
qualified as any in our field to moderate a prdgram of this kind: Joe Rosenthal. 

XiH. KdSliN'niAL (University of California, Berkeley): Thank yojy Kldred. 

fHis riiorning's prograni is brought to you from Lake Woebegone by the 
AssociHtion's t'oinmittee on Fjibliographic Control. I want to emphasize that it is 
very much a committee effort and, in addition to the speakers who double as 
cofumittee mernbers, I want to thank IVlargaret Beckman, Kaye Gapeh, Joe Howard, 
vUM*le Hoylan— a former member of the committee and Nicky Daval and Carol 
Mandel for their substantial contributions. 

VVe expect that the program wiH be to each of you— to a greater or le5:ser 
extents-informative. And, we hope that the presentations will enable vou, the 
fuembcrs of tiie Association to assess where we are with respect to the bibliographic 
control. But, even more, we hope the program will stimulate you ana the 
Association as a collective entity to examine the problems and the poss'ibiiities for 
enhancing bibliographic . control and access to our eolleettons, and to work as an 
brgahizatibn tbward achieving that objective. 

All bf us involved in this program .have attempted to make .it an integrated 
presehtatibh. Nevertheless^ there will be sbihe pyerlap and perhaps some 
I'edUhdancy, Because this area is cornplex, 1 db hot think that a modest amount of 
repetitibh or cbverihg the same grbuhd is necessarily harmful. VVe have deliberately 
encouraged each bf the fbur speakers tb address one tbpic because bf its centrality 
iihd because bf its cbhtrbversial aspects^ that of biblibgraphic control. A_nd, as 
backgrbUhd, I hbpe ybu have read the preprint of Uenriette Avram^.s article for tiie 
January 1984 issue of the Jburhal bf Academic Librarianship entitled, "Authoritv 
(^bntrbl and Its Place"— a very deliberately and carefully chosen title. 

I hbpe that all bf Lis rrierribers bf the Assbciatibn realize that we are grap 
grappling vvith one bf the great library issues bf hbt only our time but bf biblioteehal 
h^tbry. I have been trudging thrbugh the swarrip bf authority control for about 
twenty years and, as I recalU at the beginhihg bf this century Charles Cutter had a 
number of well chosen wbrds to say on the subject, except he did not use the precise 
term. I expect all four of our speakers to tbuch bh this subject^ and although the 
Comniittee helped to shape *the general butlihes bf the fbrurri, I want ybu tb khbw 
^^^L^l^^^^P^s^^ no prior censorship on the content bf the presehtatibns. I am hot 
certain whether we are about to hear an analog of the harrnbhies bf last night^s Red 
^"^sy_ something akin to Cybelias^ intimate ybices* br sbuhds rilbre like 

the noises of Garfield and his friends on the back fence. We have, hbwever, left Ibts 
of opportunity for the chorus. 

After each speaker, I will open the floor for questions. In case the question 
from the floor leads into one of the succeeding presentations, the particular speaker 
will indicate that he or she wishes to defer a response until the formal remarks. 



THE BUILDING BLOCKS: 
BbEMENTS IN A SYSTEM OF DISTRIBUTED RESPONSIBi LlTY 



Martin Runkle 
University of Chicago 



Mr. ROSENTHAL: Our first Speaker js Martin Runkle, whose authoritative 
background includes some ihtrUsiori on what has been regarded up to now as the 
exclusive interest of Stuart Forth and Jane Austen^ Martin is not only a fan^ but I 
suspect that he has coritributed to the definitive b|bliographieal representation of 
the works of Jane Austen. He is, not incidentally, the Director of the University of 
Ciiicago Library. 

MR. RUNKLE: As you can see from the program, my role is to describe some 
fundamental elements in a plan of shared system of bibliographical control. I have 
organized my comments around eight basic assertjons, which I am calling assertions 
rattier then assumptions because not everyone agrees with them. 



Assertion 1 



For the foreseeable future, local library catalogs will be ma|ritained as the 
primary tool for access to the collections held by research libraries. Though the 
content and format of these catalogs will change, we will continue to have staff to 
create and maintain them and they will continue to cost a lot of money. The 
library's catalog is only one element in a vast array of elements in any library 
system for providing access to materials held locally or elsewhere. This array wdl 
grow and its elements wiU become more complex and more responsive as technology 
advances, but the catalog of a local collections will remain the most important 
element for most of the daily use of our collections. 

Though the continued existence of our local catalogs might b& obvious and 
unquestibned by everyone hce, I suspect that we sometimes have in the back of our 
minds a vague notion that the local catalog will somehow soon be miSde obsolete or 
be absorbed into some other system of access, and that the problems and costs ot 
maintaining them will go away. This attitude of uncertainty can get in the way of 
our working more aggressively to increase the efficiency of creating and 
maintaining our catalogs. 



Assertion 2 

The traditional objectives of a library catalog as put forth by Cutter and in the 
Paris Principles are still valid. As repetitious as this may be, I most repeat 
definitions. There are two kinds of access specified in these principles^ One is the 
finding function: the catalog should serve as a location tool for an item known to 
the user before iie or she approaches the catalog. The user wants to ascertain, 
whether or not the item is in the collection, arid if It is, how it can be obtained. 

The second kind of access is usually Called bibliographic access: the catalog 
should serve as a tool for identifying all the works of a particular author and alV the 
versions of a particular work. Library catalogs also identify groups of items that 
are related in other ways-other "<orks iri the same series or multi-volume set, for 
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oxaniple. it is tjiou^'lit tliat ths objeetive of providing bibliographic access creates 
most of "the cost of cataloging, because of its requirement for authority control 
activities: 

Providing a unique description of a bibliographic item is . a relatively 
straight-forward task. The more complex part is the identification of rolatibhships 
among items and linking . the :basic bibliographic descriptions to one another by 
assigning consistent heading forms. This activity cannot be automated, though 
automated systems can facilitate. the process. Because of the variations in ways of 
rendering the same names and titles^ a human being must perceive the relationships 
and establish the links. * • 

Descriptive cataloging is partially a process of building tiubliographies of 
authors' wbrks-^accurately attributing authorship and compiling the records related 
to a particular author^ never mixing the works of what are actually separate 
authors, and never separating the works of ah author under more than one form of 
name, at least not without providing cbhhecting links. Unfortunately, forms of 
names and titles are \\oi static. Established headings and references must be 
modified as new knowledge is gained about relationships and about identities of 
people and corporate bodies. Old records must often be changed. 

The argument is often made that if we abandoned the objective of revealing the 
works of an author ahd the versions of the work and instead had the simple objective 
of creating a finding list, we cbUld create records frpm title pages in a straight 
forward way and eliminate the expense of authoi ity control activities. 

Ake Koel ih ah article in the Jbtirn^l^ f Academic Libr aidanship in September 
1981 puts forth the fbllbwihg question: "It is tempting to contemplate.. .what the 
impact on the user would be if we constructed a catalog without nor^^ 
headings. ...Such a catalbg would not display* all the works by an author together if 
the author had used different forms or fullness of name in his or her works. Nor 
would all editions and translations of a work be displayed together if they had 
published Under titles different from that of the original work. How much would 
this affect searches for a known item? Probably very little or none at all....*' 



Asser4:tan-3^ 

The dichotomy between bibliographic searching and kndwn-item seafchihg is a 
false one. Provision of consistent entry headings, is indispensable to! providihg the 
finding list function. Michael Malinconico, and before him, Seymour Lubetzky^ have 
argued this point forcefully. 

In the conclusion of Ake Koers article, he states that 'Mt is.._.clear that future 
changes and improvements of the conventions and methods of bibliographic cbhtrbl 
must be based more on research data and less on guesses^ huhches^ and a pribri 
reasoning, often masquerading as experience that cannot or should hbt be 
questioned.*.." 

1 agre^ with Mr. Kpel that continued examination pf the use ahd effectivehcss 
of our library catalogs is important and an obligation. Ohlihe catalbgs are prbvidihg 
new opportunities for such analysis and research, whicli will help us imprbve and 
refine the organization of our catalogs* But my judgment based oh rny experience 
tells me that as files grow larger, with millions of ehtry headihgs, it becbmes 



-5- 

ii 



iiicreasincriy (iiiriL-ult to I'iiui even known itbhis. The difficulty wotildbG compounciod 
wilhout some strtictiire ihipbscd bh Uib file and c'Otisistcnt entry hoariiiiijj.s are a Rood 
tiioohaRioai tochniquc (or ddiriR this, if wo did not have tho A-\(;i;{ riiles for 
foriiuiiatirig- luuno headings, vvo .wdUld Have to ihveiit thcnu it is no* olear that tlio 
iu>w invohtioii would he vei-y diffei-ciit in essence or in detaih 



■^Nssci'tion 4 

in addition to its contribution to improving the catalog as a finding list^ 
identifying versions of a work and works of an author has its own inherent value. It 
is a valuahlc aid in the work of scholars and researchers, and perhaps more 
important in the educational program of our students, providing as it does some 
structure to the enormous amount Of material in our libraries, and revealing in a 
rather coherent way the relatidnships among matcriHls, drawing attention to sources 
not previously considered. SUrely this service is worth some cost. 

A great advantage of learning about the existence of materials ttirbugh the 
local catalog, by the way, is that these materials are, or at least should be, rather 
readily and imiiiediatcly available. Though future analysis of interactions with 
catalogs may enlighten us about this supposed benefit, we will still have a difficult 
time establishing a cost/benefit ratio, and judgment will continue to be an important 
factor in our decisions about the structure of catalogs. Ultimately, how does one 
justify the cost of liberal learning and basic scholarship and research? 

'Ihc term authority control has become a loaded word, as corporate author and 
main entry once were when controversies raged over their use and meaning. It is 
tnie that IacR-1, and some would say AACR-2, focused too much pn the centrality 
of the author main entry, implying that a cataloger had failed in some way If he or 
she could not find someone or something to call the main authdr. ( omputer-held 
files created the potential for all entries to be equally accessible, and people started 
saying that the concept of main entry was dead: the main entry now :,: just another 
entry. But something got lost in this extreme position, since the concept ol main 
autlior is still valid, and if there is an identifiable main author it should be identified 
sis such in the catalog record. The substance of the issues related to the term mam 
entry was lost in extreme positions and disagreements over definitions. 

' It seems that. we are now in a similar position with the term authority contrqi . 
•[•he attitudes of some cataloging purists are rigid and defensive and unrealistic. (As 
a former Catalogel-, 1 am f?ee to say that.) The insistence of some catalogers to 
continue doing thirlgs as they have always been done can be miaddening. Would you 
believe that when (he computer production of catalog cards was implemented at the 
university of Chic\igo back in 1967, subject headings were printed in red beeause 
that was the way it had always been done? And it took our -Law Ubrary eight years 
to stop retyping and photoreproducing the catalog card sets generated by the 
computer, beeause the cards were considered ugly. Cataloging practices should be 
constantly scrutinized and evaluated, but the total rejection of authority control is 
extreme. 

1 heard an ARL director dismiss authority control as unnecessary, using as 
evidence the success of a locally-created online Catalog for government documents, 
without authority control. <3n further examination, the fact emerged that names of 
government agencies are in fact entered into the files in consistent forms, from 
printed lists, and that a cataloger is consulted on Occasions when ambiguities are 
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ciiscovored. Owe hii^iit argue frorii. the example of this system that cross-references 
arc hot required in an brilirie catalog of well-defined arid limited scope, so lonp: as 
entry headings are cbhsisteht. But one cannot argiie from this exatnple that all 
aspects of authority cbritrbl are unnecessary. 

Some have cbhcluded that cbrripdheht Word or keyword access niakes authority 
control extraneous. It is true that cbrripdneht word access does obviate tlie utility 
of certain cross-references that provide access to sub-elcrnents of headings, such as 
to a unit of a corporate body^ or from initials to full surnr.hles or vice versa. But, 
component word access cannot perfbrrri all the functions of cross-references nor 
cioos it do wluit consistent entries do. 

Henriette Avram has advised us to, "stop questioning- the validity of authority 
control" and instead reserve bur energies for analyzing where in the network 
configuration or hierarchical structure it should be performed. I whole-heartedly 
agree. We should work at rcfiriirig bur defiriitibh and implementation of authority 
control. VVe stiould not just abandon the whole concept. 



Assertion 5 

Minimizing duplicatibh bf effort in the creation of bibliographic records i 
the best interest bf the research library community. Although this is obvious, we 
are too fragmented arid uhcdbrdinated in our efforts to improve cooperative 
programs. Research libraries have saved many mill[ons of dollars in processing costs 
tlirough the use bf cataloging and authority work done by other libraries, mainly the 
Library bf Cbrigress. 



Assertibh 6 c 

We must riot undervalue the continued key role of the Library of Congress as 
the riiajbr provider of primary bibliographic data. In creating our local catalogs, 
everyone seeriis to prefer LC or NUe data over records _from other ^sbUrces, 
including from our own cataloging departments. Our reason for this preference is 
that LC cataloging is rather consistently of very high quality, i_n spite bf the 
mistakes that people love to find and snicker at. But perhaps rhbre |riipbrtarit, by 
iisirig LC arid the NUC cataloging, some degree of consistency in eritry headirig 
fbrriis can be achieved in our local catalogs, with minimal cost arid atteritibri. 
Because LC collects and catalogs so broadly and more nearly compreherisively thari 
any other library, most research libraries can use LC cataloging fbr the riiajbrity of 
their catalog records and thus assure a high degree of consistency in eritry heading 
forms. How can we measure the beneficial effect that LC cataloging has had bri 
many thousands of library catalogs^. 

But LC does not and cannot catalog everything, and has_ tried through the years 
to develop cooperative cataloging projects. A great stUriTblirig blbck has been the 
lack of timely access to the common authority file, since fbrriiUlatibh of heading 
forms depends on a single authority structure and cari be affected by what is already 
in the file. Technology is relieving these probleriis bf timeliness and access, and LC 
is utilizing the technology to advance workable cooperative programs. 



-7- 

la 



Assertion 7 

Effective sharing of records will require that records supplied to a common 
data base be rnbhitorecJ by. a single agency to insure the consistency, accuracy, and 
integrity of the data and the authority structure, much as the Nationa J^Hnlon 
Catalog is maintained. 



Assertion 8 

Even assuming a central monitoring agency with the autho alter recbrds, 

effective sharing of bibliographic records requires conscientious adherence to 
agreed-upon standards. When considering standards m relation to bibliographic 
records, we must consider separately the distinct elements of the 
recbrds— description, choice of headings, forms of headings, subject terms and 
numbers, identification numbers, formats of records, encoding of data for 
rnanipulatibh or retrieval, etc. 

We have cbhie a long way in developing and implementing standards. It is true 
that in a way w(5 are sometimes shackled by_ them, but I do not believe anybody 
would advbcate a system of creative cataloging. 

''i\linimal level catalog record" for retrospective and current cataloging has 
become ahbther loaded term,^ meaning many different things to different people. 
Whatever it means, I hope that no one defines it as a quick and dirty transcription of 
a shelflist card. Minimal does not imply inaccurate, nor lowest commbn 
denbmihatbr in the worst sense. Even if minimal, it must still be of high quality. 
Cbntributbrs to a national data base must be willing to bear the responsibiUty^bf 
meeting prescribed standards. I would say that in general we sjiould err bn the side 
of standards that are too high rather than too low, in their requirements for 
accuracy and completeness^ If a record is done right once, it dbes hbt have to be 
redone. Unfortunately, we had some disagreement on what is right. 
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THE KEYSTONE: 
THE ROLE OF THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 

Lucia j. Rather 
bibrary of iSongress 



Although the Library of Congress is not a national library in a legal sense, it has 
taken on many of the activities generally associated with such an agency. In fact it 
is safe to assert that no national library provides the same range of services offered 
by LC. These services began in 1981 with the distribution of printed cards and have 
since been expanded to cover a wide range of products including MARC tapes, books 
catalogs, LG subject headings, classification schedules, name authorities, MARC 
formats, code lists, and others. Current cataloging runs at about 160,068 titles per 
year. 



Past Cooperative Efforts. 



In 1976, at a meeting in Pittsburgh, Williaai. Welsh,. Deputy Librarian of 
Congress, stated the propositibri that it was impossible for the Library of Congress 
to do it all, and called on the nation's research libraries to join LC in providing a 
national bibliographic data base. The idea of cboperatibri was hbt hew. LC had 
worked with other libraries for rriariy years in varibus collaborative effbrts. 



l^he '/grahddaddy" of these projects was the National Unibri Catalog, begun in 

1927. This prbject brigirially resulted in a Unibri card catalog at LC^ but iri 1953 LC 
began to issue the irifbrrriatibri iri bbbk fbrrri. Sirice 1983, it has beeri put iritb 
rriachirie-readable form arid sold bri obmputer-butput rriicrbl'iche. 

Less successful was the Cbbperative Cataloging Project^ which was tried in the 
1940s arid 1950s arid firially abaridbried as uriwbrkable in the early 1960s. In 
retrbspect^ the fbllbwirig faetbrs seeri tb have cbritributed to its demise. First, 
there was rib firm agreement bri a cbmmbri set bf catalbgirig rules. As late as I960, 
sbme coritributirig libraries were still fbllbwirig the 1908 rules. Second, LC 
catalbgers reviewed each catalog record cbmpletely and returned the updated 
versibri tb the cbritributirig library for concurrence before it was accepted for 
printing. Third, this tedious procedure was handled entirely by mail. Turn around 
time frequently exceeded a year. 



A cooperative program to produce MARC rec^ords (COM AR carried out 

frorn 1974 to 1978. Under this program, 12 libraries agreed to create MARC records 
based on old LC catalog cards arid send these to LC for addition^ to the data base^ 
Un^er COIVlARC, cornplete agreement was reached regarding iVlARC editing 
conventions. LC staff compared the resulting records against the Official Catalog 
and reviewed the content designation. This program was more promising but the 
verification procedures were very time consuming and in the lean budget years after 
1978, LC could not continue the project. 



Current -CocMJerative Efforts 

CQNSER . LC's current automated cooperative ventures really began in 1973 
with plans for the CONSER project. The purpose of C0NSER was to create a 



centralized, standardizod machine-readable data base of seria '"^^^^'d^. ^^^^^ 

agreed to provide the host file and participant input began m 1 975. J he Counc od 
ibrary liosources sponsored the original project . and provided management until 
■'•77 when OCLC aiumed this responsibility. The Library of Congress and the 

ilat orial Library of Canada serve as the technical managers Jor bibliografihic 

practices and r^i.. or "authenUeate-- eachj-ecor. inp^ 



have also been made available on a monthly tape since ^^^l; As of August 1J8^. 
there wore 19 participants and approximately 450,000 records on the CONSER data 
base (of which cibbut a third were authenticated). 

Tlic use of the online capabilities of the OCLC system contributed immense;iy 
to tf.e success of the project. Participants were able to streamline their procedures 
and ricoS were made available for use quickly. The _ CONSER participants^ also 
agreed on mutual cataloging rules and conventions. Authentication has turned out 
to be a costly procedure, however, and LC has not been able to keep up with 
partidipant input Discussions are now being held to determine the possibility of 
allowing the participants to authenticate their own records. 



rUNSER has also been used as_ the vehicle to support a num_ber of other 
oroiects The National Serials Data Program, located at tC, inputs its records to 
rONSl li Since 1981, New Serial Titles has been produced from^ records on the 
CONSER data base. A project is now underway to --^e a centralized news^ 
d-Ua base This effort, sponsored by the National Endowment for the Humanit e? 
c rentlv involves the participation of ten repositories. EC >S;Providir^ technical 



high-deinand serials. 

NACO The Nama Authority Co-op (NACO) was the second major c^oper-atlve 
Droie"H~lTie purpose of NACO was to add new name authority records °^^C s name 
aXr ty le for use in EC and for distribution. NACO bcBgan in 1977 with an 
ag ?me?it v^th the U.S. Government P-^ting Of fice Library t -par^c^ 
1979 when the Texas State Library joined and now _ includes ^28 libraries ana 
Iglncies; Some 76,000 records have been contributed by NACO participants. 

It WIS realized when NACO was established thatihe most efficient cooperation 
would CH^^L^h ough ui of an online system. In 1977^neither LC nor the network 
nnni^Ps had such a capability for authority records. The Library decided that he 
expe ilce^^^^^^ enough to offset the problem^s of usir^ a batch 

sy^fem The experiment was begun by having participants search the NUC and he 
N^unTAu hority microfiche to determine if a heading had been established. If the 
heading was no^ found, the participant fiHed out an name authority workah^c^t 
^nd submitted it to EC. At LC, the record was searched against the LC files, 
Reviewed by a cataloger, and then input to the LC rviARC data base: 

Based on the experience gained in CONSER, this project did not include the 
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c'dneept of alitMehticatibh. New participants were given two weeks training and 
briehtatibh at LC and agreed to follow not onlv the same cataloging rules but the 
same rule interpretations as well. staff monitored the'quality of the submissions 
iinci when the participant reached the required level of proficiency, placed the 
library in an independent status. After this LC catalogirjg staff made spot checks 
but no longer examined each record. This cut down on the workload but two 
problems remained: (1) filling out LC worksheets constituted extra work for the 
participating libraries, and (2) since the files at LC contained names unavailable to 
participating libraries, LC had to continue to re-search all headings submitted, even 
those from the independent libraries. The latter problem was solved with a switch 
at j.C to total reliance on the iVh^RC data base containing bibliographic records and 
name authority records. Shortly before this, a few libraries (selected for both the 
quality and the quantity of their submissions) were given the ability to search LC^s 
online files. Since these libraries were searching the same files as those searched by 
LC cntalogers, LC no longer searched records from these participants, thus cutting 
down on tlie manpower required at bC for the^project. 

LIl^D Bibliographic Project . A second project was begun at LC as an offshoot of 
(.ij^O participation in NAC0. In January 1981, after considerable negotiation 
regarding rule jnterpretations, LC began to use GPO bibliographic records for its 
U.S. government documents. Under this procedure, government oocuments were 
searched by library technicians against OCLC and printouts of GPO records were 
made. After modification of pertinent authority records to show that the headings 
were not used in LC^ the printouts were sent directly to Subject Cataloging for 
completion of the record, bypassing the descriptive process. More than 7,000 
records have been handled by this project. The arrangement is not ideal since the 
record must be re-input, but it has given LC a valuable experience in bibliographic 
cooperation which was useful in its next big experiment^^nline cooperation with 
liarvard and Chieag:o. Similar to the GPO bibliographic project is one planned for 
1984 with the National Library of Medicine by which RLWl will assume responsibility 
for the descriptive cataloging for all rriphbgraphs processed through the 
Cataioging-In-Publication program that deal with medical science and related fields. 

Online Bibliographic Cooperation: Harvard and Chicago . Experience with 
NACO and_ the GPO Bibliographic Project led the Library to consider the next 
project--online_ input of bibliographic records and their related name and subject 
authorities, to LC's automated system. This \a/ as made possible by the fact that in 
1981 and 1982, LC's system was enhanced to provide the capability for online 
corrections to the books data base and online input and update capability for name 
authorities. Under this project, cooperating institutions procured terminals which 
were hooked directly into the LC. Because of the problem of contention on the LC 
computer, this project has so far been limited to two libraries: Harvard and 
Chicago. Agaihj thi3 principle behind the cooperation has been extensive discussi^ 
to ensure that the participants are following not only the same rules bu^ also the 
same rule interpretations and intensive training at LC. Both libraries began actual 
input in the spring of 1983 and have nearly achieved a fully independent status. All 
records will be distributed on the MARC tapes. 



Harvard is inputting new records which are flagged as "N^^ It can also 

complete preliminary records or upgrade Minimum Level Hecqrds to falj^ cataloging. 
Full name and subject authority work are done, and LC classification nMTTibers ar 
included. LC hopes that this project will allow its ca^alogers to join the other 
catalbgers bf the hatibh in a new activity--copx <^ataloging. When LC^ 
new title, and the Searcher determines that the record has been cataloged by 



Harvard- Hie "Not in LC" iriformatibn will be removed and the book will be. sent 
directly to the bC shelflist for addition to the coliection; the call number will be 
modified If necessary arid the record will be redistributed; 

Chicago's participation grew but of a project to merge its own scierig| arid 
technology collections with those of tiie John Crerar Library. Since different 
cataloging rules had been used in the two collecUons, Chicago decided that the best 
solution would be to reprocess the records from the two collections. One obvious 
idea was to use LC cataloging copy when available. Chicago is therefore inputting 
old LC cataloging records that have never been converted to MARC. Chicago brings 
name, series, and subject headings up to datf ^"1 P^'o^'^^^s the requisite authority 
work bat does not alter the bibliographic description. 

The Harvard/Chicago project has been operational fbr^ brily a short time, but LC 
will be watching it closely as it serves as a prototype for future cooperation. 

Linked Sy stems Project . Even if tiie Harvard/Chicago project fulfills aU our 
hopes, it is clear that LC is not in the position to become a network utiHty^with 
many libraries Hooked directly into its own system. For this reason, in 1980 LC 
joined WLN 'and RLIN in the Linked Systems Project (LSP), an undertaking sponsored 
by the Council ori Library Resources to implement a comput,er-to-computer link for 
the exchange of data. The telecommunication hookup between the systems is 
nearing coriipletibri. 

Work is nbW proceeding on the first application, the cbbperative creation of 
name authorities (NACO/LSP). Under this system, the master file will be located at 
LC=actually it is simply an extension of LC's own authbrity^ file. Duplicate files 
will be located at WLN and RLIN. The system will operate as follows: LC statt witl 
search and input records into LC*s data base. This data will be sent over 
communications lines to WLN and RLIN where those <^|ta f ses^ will be update^^^^ 
although not necessarily in real time. Participants using RLIN and WLN w 11 seareh 
their own files and add new records using their own systems. This data, in tarn, will 
bo "burst" back tb LC. This means that the duplicate data bases will not be totaiiy 
synchronized. Hbwever, some daplicate checking will be performed by the systems, 
and it is expected that any duplicates discovered subsequently can be handled by a 
manual cbrrectibn process, if a record is to be updated, a flag will be set in all data 
bases tb shbw that no participant should try to change the record before the tirst 
update is Cbmplete. All records created through the system will be made available 
through the MARC Distribution Service. 

LC will serve as bibliographic monitor of the project. Cooperating libraries wi^ll 
agree to the same gaidelines as the NACO participants and undergo sirnilar 
training. It seems likely that the first participants will be chosen from among those 
WLN and RLIN libraries already participating in NACG. it is expected that the 
system will become partially operatibnal in mid-1984. 

CODABASE. All of thes.3 projects are now being fitted together at J^^^'^to, a|i 
overall system caUed the Cooperative Data Base Building System (CODABASbj. 
CODABASE is a two^imensional system in that it covers ^various types of records 
(bibliographic records and name and subject authorities) contributed thmugh a 
variety of mechanisms. The mechanisms depend on various factors including ^the 
need to control use of the LC system and the capabilities of the participa ing 
libraries. Four methods of contribution have ^e^^ defined Under th^ simplest 
arrangements, libraries search the LC files avauable to them (OCLC, NUC on COM, 
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Library of Congress 
Cooperative Data Base Building Gystem 
(CODmSE) ■ 



Record Types 



Name i series authorities'NACD 
Sobject authorities ■? 
\ Bibilographlc records ■? 
^Location record? ■? 



Criteria 



. oHail 

/(name authorities presently) 




1. PartlcipantB selected by K 

2. Each cooperative effort inay 
or may not have dlffereht 
participants 



T)Hall arid Search Only 
name authorities presently) 



oSearch/Input/Update 
Harvard & Chicago 
(nanie authorities, 
subject authorities,'!! 
bibliographic records presently) 



Name Authority File Service 
MABC Distribution Service 



etc.) and subiiiit records bri. LC . worksheets by mail. A second method uses mail 
submission, but the cobperatirig library has a terminal that enables it to search the 
be files directly. These two rriethbds are Used by the current NACO participants. 
Under the third method, a library inputs directly to LC. Har\^^^^^ and eHlcago use 
tiiis method, but its use is limited by constraints on the LC system. The last method 
is contribution via a cbmputer-td-computer link. This appears to be the most 
promising method, but it is yet to be tested. 



RLG Chinese /Japahese/Kdiean 4>FQj^ . The RLG/eJK Project is somewhat 
similar to CONSHR in that th^ master data base will be housed outside bG. The 
Research Libraries Group has developed a system that allows the input and 
processing of Chinese, Japanese, and Korean bibi[ographic records with 
characters.. LC_ is joining 16 other libraries in creating a cooperative data base.^ The 
records will include Vernacular and romanized fields and^ may be accessed by either 
kind of character string. The data will be returned to bC vs^here the romanized 
portion will be added to the bQ data base. The records will appear in romanized 
form in the National Union Catalog and will also be distributed through the MARC 
Distribution Service. bC will continue to print cards containing both romanized 
iieadings and vernacular body of the entry. 



bC participation in the project began in September. Selected staff have bee 
trained in the hew system aiid will participate in a pilot project this fall to 
determine the best workflow for this new procedure. Full operation is planned for 
1984. 

Other Name Authority Projects . ' bC is enhancing its name authority _ file in 
other ways. For a number of years, we have been working closely with the National 
Library of Canada in the area of corporate headings. bC catalogers search 
( aha diah AUthorit4es and use the form found there for Canadian eorporate bodies. 
If a heading is not found, bC calls or telexes NbC for an established heading. In 
1983, both libraries agreed to extend the program to personal riames under a slightly 
altered arrangement. 

We also hope to expand the data base considerably in 1984 by the inclusion of 
authorities from the National Union Catalog. NUC staff will prepare preliminary 
authority records based on the bibliographic records chey receive and input these to 
the name authority file. These headings _w_ill be modified, if necessary, and upgraded 
to full records when they are needed by bC catalogers or NACO participants. 



ouujcruL A^uthoritieS t Cooperation is iust begihriing in this area, largely because 
there is still no online Subject heading input grid update system to facilitate t^e 
effort. Harvard and Chicago are adding subject headirigs to their bibliographic 
records and are able^o propose new subject headirigs as necessary. They will 
provide the necessary background documeritatibri arid new headings will be reviewed 
at the weekly edTtorfal meeting before being added to the data base. 

Another ^operative venture is the Exterided Vocabulary Project, driginaljy 
pro^osed'-^^arol Mandel, this project was_funded iri its plaririirig stages by the 
CouncU^on bibrary Resources and set up by Paulirie Cbchrarie. The purpose of the 
prcTject is^to augment LC's subject headirig eritry Vocabulary by requesti^ng selected 
libraries to sbbmit proposals for additional see references. It was hoped that this 
would allow us^s to approach the data base by ari expanded number of terms 
without the costly^ modification of the headirigs themselves. Duke, Harvard, the 
University of Califorriia at Berkeley^ arid the National bibrary of Canada were the 
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initial participants. During the initial pt^e, 324 prbpbsials were received of which 
slightly under 50 percent were added to the data base. 

f-lxpajisibn of this . project awaits . the . appb.iritmeht bf a Cbbrdihiitbr of 
Cbbpbrative Cataloging Prbjects. early this fall. It is expected that this persbri will 
ohable us tb expand subject heading cboperatibri in a. number of areas. These include 
vvbrk with the Goverhment Printing Office tb allbw LC tb accept the _ subject 
headings bn their bibliographic records wi.thbut rribdificatibh, work with the Natibrial 
.Libraries bf Canada arid Australia in sblvirig the discreparicies between their subject 
lists arid LCSlIj arid exploration bf methods fbr allbwirig selected participatirig 
libraries tb subriiit proposals for riew subject headirigs tb LC fbr cbrisideratidri. 

:Vlinimal Level Cataloging . Despite all bf the cooperative efforts already 
described, it is clear that there are some publications which are not worth the great 
expense bf full cataloging, authority work, and subject analysis. LC faced this 
prbbleni in confronting its vast lincataloged cbllections and arrearagi3S Containing 
riiaterials which were not easily £;vailable to users. _Fbr the most part^ these were 
low priority iteriis or large collections which LC had never had the staff to 
fiandle — and it appeared that it never would. The decision was made that a lower 
level bf access was better than no access. 

It seemed likely that this problem also faced other libraries. Tnerefore, in 
January 1979 LC and ARL jointly sponsored a meeting of technical processing 
directors tb decide what the essential elements in a national minimal level record 
shbUld be. Several basic guidelines were' adopted. . 

1. The minimal level record was a base below which a national-'level 
recbrd should not go. However, i^ should be possible to create a 
record at a level more complete than minimal level, but less complete 
than full cataloging. 

2. The record should be self-definitig--that^is^ it should cqn^tain a code 
showing what features (name authority work, subject headinp^s, etc.) 

^ had been completed. This was necessa.ry to show at a glance what 
work would be necessary to complete the cataloging. 

3. That portion -of the record required should be accurate so that it could 
be used as a base on which a fuller record could be built. For this 
reason it should be created with book in hand. 

Following these guidelines, a minimal level record was defined. 

1. The record should have AACR 2, level 1 descriptibri for the bbdy bf 
the entry. It was agreed that this portion bf the catalbgirig could be 
done relatively inexpensively by ribri-prbfessibrial persoririel. 

2. A main entry should be included if this was required by AACR 2. Full 
searching for headings should be caprieS out a:gainst appropriate 
authority and bibliographic files so. that, the established fbrm bf name 
could be used. Where no established form was fourid, an AACR 2 
heading should be formulated but no authority work was required. 

3. Full content designation should be carried out for those data that were 
carried in the record. 



4. Name authority work, subject headings^ arid classificatibri were 
dptidflal. 

The resulting record had a number of advantages. It could be create>1 quickly 
and inexpensively by non-professional staff; It provided .the basis ibr ifiairi 
entry/title and title approach in most automated systems. In some systems, the 
record cbuld alsb be searched by series and by keywords in the mam entry title, and 
series. It provided a Cbre record that could be enhanced by another library^ but the 
irifbrrtiatibn already ciarried in the record would generally need no mbdificatibii. 

Miriinial level cataloging way begun at LG in 1980. The data base now contains 
bver 4U,000 recbrds including those for bookS; serials, and microfbrms. Distributibn 
of these recbrds is planned for late 1983. 

has nbW decided to use this technique systematically to obtain contrbl bf it? 
auUiUOO recbrd cataloging arrearage which contains items that gb back to the 
1940's. A special projecL iias been set up to re-select th^s arrearage. Sbme items 
will be discarded and some will be flagged to indicate the need fbr full cataloging. 
The bulk bf the material, however, wjH be designated for minimal level cataloging. 
A fbur-year project is anticipated under which rribst bf these books will be 
catalbged, much of it by contract. 

Netwo rk Advisory Co mmittee . 

LC's cooperative efforts have extended beybnd the building of bibliographic 
data bases. On a more theoretical arid irifbrmatibn level is the Network Advisory 
committee (NAC). NAG held its Hrst meeting at LC in April 1976, with a 
membership primarily representing the library network br^anizations. In June 1977, 
a planning paper Toward a National Library and te formation Ser vic e Ne twork; The 
LibfaJ-v^^ itOiogpaphic Component was published, and for the . first few years the 
committee^devoted its meetings to rhoriitbrihg the activities established m response 
to the recommendations given in this paper. Between 1968 and 1979, the 
membership began to expand to include representatives from assooations and the 
non-library information sector, and to wbrk clbsely with the Council on Library 
Resources Bibliographic Services Develbpmerit Prbgram. 



Over the years, the role of NAC has changed. Its most important attribute is 
bringing together different segments bi the information community to address 
complex networking issues in which all have a stake. A single topic is now selected 
for each meeting and discussed in depth. Issues have included governance, 
compensation for the creators arid prbcesSbrs of bibliographic records, document 
delivery and the new techriblbgy, public sector/private sector concerns regarding 
networking, and the erriergirig statewide computerized bibliographic activities and 
their relationship with state library agencies. NAC is a unique forum for the sharing 
of information and concerris iri the area of library networking. 



Conclusion . 

Thes^^ivities represent LC's efforts to respond via cooperative prbjects to 
the biblibgraphic rieeds bf the nation. They represent a, good beginning, but much 
work remains tb be done. Other speakers at this morning's ni_eetirig will describe 
some of the problenis that we face as well as some possible solutions. 
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THE BARRIERS: 
KNOWING AND FACINC3 THE PROBLEMS 



Henriette Avram 
Library of Coiigress 

iVlR. ROSENl'i^iAL: We are now going to hear Henriette Avram speaft about 
"Hie Barriers: Knowing and Facing the Problem?,*^ Henriette had for us the good 
sense at some point in the Neanderthal eve of library automation to volunteer to run 
a Hbrai*y in a software firm with which she was associated, and the rest, as we know 
IS history, Fienriette, 

[Vis. AVRAiVl: We have just heard Marty Runkle state Uia^^ 
is basic to the organization and operation of a library, regardless of whether these 
operations are being conducted in a manual or machine mode, Lucia Rather Jhen 
weiit on to describe the activities of the Library of Congress (LC), including its 
growing "cooperative efforts, which are based on the realization that the successful 
building of a national bibliographic apparatus is dependent on more than one 
organization. Lucia said we were just beginning, i would like to modify chat and say 
we have been beginning for 18 years now, but we are getting there! 

H 

VVe are also all aware of the technical achievements of the major bibliographic 
utilities, the information services, the other national libraries, etc. Yet, in spite of 
all this progress, there is a gnawing awarertess that there are still significant 
barriers to achieving effective library service. These barriers are not predominantly 
tecl'inical, the technical'^problems that exist nan be overcome in time. The barriers 
that do exist are principally those created by people. 

It appeared to the planners of this session that bur future progress depends oh 
ah understanding by library administrators of what the barriers are^ in order that 
they oan dirsctly, or through others^ cbhtribute to rerhbvihg; therh. I have been 
assigned the task of describing my perception of the " problems making up the 
barriers arid discussing with ybu^ when possible^ what we might do to resolve therri. 
The riatUre of my resporise to tbday^s assigrirrierit places me in an Uncomfortable 
role. The essience of a prbbiem must be stated if it is tc be discussed and in this 
case that essence is people. Even when discussing brgariizatibris, which are of 
cbUrse made Up of people, I risk treading bri sensitivities. Therefore, I ask ybur 
fbrebeararice as I tiptoe through the rhiriefield. 

The problems considered in this paper are of two kinds— both constituting 
rbaddlbcks in the way bf our efforts tb create a comprehensive system bf 
bibllbgraphic control. My discussion of the first type of problem may be thought of 
as an "alert", i.e. a warning or an alarm to individual direetbrs. For those of ^ you 
who are aware of the problems of this type, I qsk your indulgence. The second type 
of problem is in a way more significant because it is created by organizations or 
people not under our immediate control. The issues ere complex and require much 
more exploration. Recognition of the issues, bringing them out into the dayjight, 
and taking positive steps as a group towards resolving them would take us a long way 
in the direction of removing the barriers. 

I will introduce each problem with a statement of the problem as I see it and 
gi?e rny veiws as to why the problem exjsts] later, David Bishop will give us a plan 
of action, where applicable, to resolve the problems. Some of these problems i see 



from the p6int 6f vibw of the Library of Congress.. I assume tha^ we woald agree 
that -his is one necessary poirit of view, since LC does play a major role in the 
bibliographic aspects of service to users. It should be . interesting^ to learn, during 
tlio discussion period, if Association of Research Libraries administrators have 
(■iiflerent points of view. 

The first tlirec problems I shall discuss ar-e of the "alert" type; 



l.a. Prnbtpm : We are all kriowicdgeable of the benefits of cobperative 
cataloging according to established standards, such as cataloging codes and machine 
formats, so that data can be shared. When it comes to practice, however, we often 
tai-e liberties with standards. Those Who fail to follow standards will often create 
their own variety of nonstandard record. Consequently, those who truly follow 
standards must either input new records or upgrade somebody else's records. 

l.b. Discussion : It is Usually true that one high quality maehine^readable 
record costs more to create than a lesser quality record. However, if the item is 
cataloged and the record is converted to machine-readable form according to 
standards, everyone who has access to it does not have to repeat the cataloging and 
conversion process and, in the long run, this will be more cost beneficial than 
creating multiple records for the same item. Also, it may not cost more in the long 
run to create standard records if we factor in the losses of those users who fail to 
find material because the use of bibliographic tools is hampered by the lesser quality 
of the record. Creating non-standard records yields short term benefits at best. 

Technical service staff meet and all agree on standards. Then they go home 
and deviate from the standards they just agreed to, at first just a little bit, and then 
just a little bit more. The result is .really non-standardization and difficulty in 
sharing data. Why must each library feel compelled to "differentiate its product", 
however minutely? Has any research library really investigated the cost to itself ot 
following standards versus the cost of not following standards? Has anyone 
considered the aggregate costs to the entire community of following versus not 
following standards? 

There is no doUbt that at the onset of any cooperative catalogirig project, such 
as the Name Authority Cooperative Project (NACO) or CjONSER, cooperation is an 
act of faith. The first libraries involved may not have initial net benefits from the 
cooperation, but as time passes and more libraries are involved and the data base 
becomes larger, aU will benefit. The NACO project is a cooperative arrangement 
that has yielded both positive and negative results with respect to costs. LC and its 
NACO partners are continuing to work toward refinemehts that will make this 
cooperatibn more cost effective to all parties. You, as library administrators, are in 
the position to encourage standardized cooperative activities. 

•? a. Rrob lem ; We agree, to an objective, then we begin to question the decision 
and, coiiiequently, attaining the objective by the most economical means is difficult. 

2 b Uiscussioa ; We live in a democracy and recognize that we cannot and 
should hot stifle criticism. It often liappens, however, that statements are niade by- 
individuals without enough understanding of either the problems or the solutions. 
Others also without ' the necessary understanding, immediately join in. 1 he 
erroneous ideas geiierated take holi^ and those with the necessary understanding 
spend countless hours setting the record straight- For example, several years ago, 
the Council on Library Resources (CLR) called together a group of experienced 



-18- 



^5 



technical prbcessihg librarians, including staff frbm the bibliographic utilities, to 
determine whether the cbdperative building of this nationwide machine-readable 
name authority file was desirable. The response was definitely Dbsitive and a Name 
Authority Fills Service Task Force was appblnted to set forth ^he requirements. This 
administrators of the organizations represented on the task force must certainly 
have been apprised of these, efforts. Additionally, the boards of directors of the 
utilities involved must also have been informed. And yet, just as our energies were 
being concentrated on the implementation of the cooperative project, some 
individuals began to question the need for authority cdntrdl per se, and some of the- 
same individuals who supported the project initially joined in questioning. And this 
meant that a tremendous amount of time and energy had to be spent in justifying 
authority control— again; time and energy that could have been better spent on 
building the system. 

3 . a . Proble m : There is often a lack of sufficient understanding to adequately 
rncasure the cost and benefits o^^_suggested change. Technical people have new 
ideas but effective management controMs needed to fit these ideas into the larger 
objectives and budget is not only the single organization involved but, in many cases, 
other affiliated organizations. 

3. b: Discussion: No matter at what point we are in the development of a 
system, experiences and advances in technology will permit us to do a better job the 
"^^A _^^9^"^*_P?"?^9^?"^^y» ^P?^^ constantly being put forward to change 
or redo systems, standards, etc^ For example, 1 would be the last to argue that we 
could not do a better job if we redesigned fVlARC today. After ail, we have now had 
l^^.y?^^^ experience behind us. We could take all forms of material into 
consideration at once, if we had waited for such anal^ysis 14 years ago we would not 
have yet begun. But new forms of material that libraries must handle constantly 
come along so it will never really be possible to do the complete job. Who would 
have thought of a format for a machine-readable data file or a videodisc in the late 
1960s? 

**^There has been an occasional voice in favor of AAGR 3, A larger group is 
calling for a complete overhaul of the l-ibrary of Congress Subject Headings 
(LCSIl). LG is willing to consider making changes that are possible within the 
general framework — and we are currently working to this end. But any major 
revision of any of these standards would impact the entire library cbmmunity, 
nationally and internationally, and would cost countless millions of dollars. What 
would become of the millions of records we already have in machihe^readable 
form? Starting again in any major process would mean discarding the work of the 
past. This is not viable in the library ehvirbrirherit where access to the past material 
along with the current is a major requirements Ah effort should be made to stop 
this constant upheaval, which is costly and cbuhter-productive. 

Technical processing is the foundation of library service. Library systems are 
riot static, they are dynamic. Changes will occur... M.ahagerrient, must always be 
alert to avoid rieedless change, arid to evaluate all changes, with respect to the 
present facilities. Upward compatibility must be achieved when chariges are 
riecessary. Directors must be sufficiently aware of arid knowledgeable about trends 
and developments to control suggestions for_such major revisions as AACR 3, IVIARC 
3, and LCSH 2. Directors must be able to forecast the impact of proposed chariges 
on their libraries budget, staffing, operations, and service. 

To sumrriarize these first three problem areas that we constaritly ericduriter,, the 
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successful baitding of a cbmpfeHensive system for bibiiographic cbhtrdl would be 
gi-catiy assisted by adlferirig to the following guidelines: 

u; Fdilbw standards. 

b Avoid unnecessary reexamination of direction. It is difficult eridugh to 
arrive at a consensus or a direction. At best, since so many people and 
organizations are concerned, the consensus or direction arrived at is 
fragile in nature arid cari easily be torn down, to no one's advantage. 

e. Deal With charige so that it does not destroy the cumulative progress 
to date toward a comprehensive system. Change should be 
evolutionary* riot revolutionary. 

The remainder of the problem statements and the ensuing discussions are of the 
second type; i.e. problems created by organizations and people not under our 
iniinediate cbritrol. 

4. a. Problem: VVhb bwns data? 



4 b Discussion: This issue should probably be stated in its more elemental 
form 'as the problem of compensating the creators and/br the processors of 
bibliographic data. Prior to the 1978s, the creators of recbrds did not concern 
themselves With cbntrblling the use of their records, by other institutions. Libraries 
save their recbrds freely to LC for publication in the National Unibh Catalog (NUC) 
and many libraries used the data with no constraints. In 1976, the NUC publications 
were copyrighted by the American fcibrary Association (ALA) but bnly to protect the 
Dublisher frbm tbtal duplication of the volumes by another publisher. Individual use 
of the recbrds was in no way affected by the copyright. In the late 1970s^ there was 
a erbwing awareness among a few that, due tb the change in the medium, as 
machine-readable data replaced paper products, and in the mode of transfer, as we 
began tb use magnetic tape and online cbmmunications, organi^zations were 
becoming increasingly concerned with the control bf data from the first _to the 
second, third, etc., parties- One of the major reasbhs for this is the growth of a new 
kind of agency, the bibliographic utility that depends for its existence on the 
revenue from systems that provide data. 



As a result of attempts to control the use Of records it became necessary to 
define the extent of record modification necessary for the new record to becQme 
the property of the modifier, rather than continuing to be a "copy" of th£_original 
record. Since the data is alWays mariipulated by machjne, it is difficult to 
determine when the data has been sufficiently modified to no longer represent the 
data Of the originator. 

in 1980 the LC Network Advisory Committee (NAC) planned a program on the 
bvvnership and distribution ^of inachine^readable bibliographjc data. The forum is one 
Of the earliest attempts to address this issue among aU parties in the private and 
public, for-profit and not-for-profit, sectors. During this same period of time, th^ 
Online Computer Library Center (OCLC) held a series of pubiie hearings and 
adopted the following policy. For member libraries of 0CbC or networks 
contracting with OCLC, there would be nb restrictions placed on the use, sharing, or 
sale of OCLC machine-readable records. Hbwever, the transfer of such records ^o 
for-profit commercial entities for resale, use, retention, or other purposes that did 
not directly benefit OCLC, its member libraries", and/or participating networks, 



-20- 



rjUJst be coorUirratLHl by the OCLC management; 

Thus, when N AC held a public hearing in association with the ALA in 1981 on the 
issues of ownership and distribution, the consensus of those present was that the 
prol)lenis had been settled; During the last two years, however, the problems that 
were tiiought not to exist liave been constantly brought to our attention because of 
contractual and legal attempts to control data base usage with the increasing 
numbers of libraries installing local automated systems. People are now beginning 
to recognize that the ownersliip question is central to future library economics and 
operations. 

Tfie economic and legal issues related to the question of data base ownership 
have \u\6 an adverse impact on cooperative bibliographic control. The automation 
of the NUC production at LC requires receiving contributed records in 
niachine-readable form for the most economical operation. In early conversations 
witli the utilities concerning the LC distribution of these machine-readable records 
from the reporting libraries, it was apparent that there would be an economic 
impact. Therefore, under the present arrarigemerits being negbtiated_ with the 
utilities, Lc: cannot distribute the machine-readable data base that it will assemble 
to produce the COIVI NUC. Thus, it will riot be pbssible for other libraries to have 
access to tfie NUC in machine-readable form. Why? Because to do so, the records 
from the utilities representing the titles of the reportirig libraries would be available 
to all through theJVlARC distributibri service without cbrhperisat?'bri to the source 
utility. The benefits of an NUC MARC distributibri service would be iriiprbved 
consistency and quality of ari iricreased riuriiber of bibliographic records arid 
availability of additional Ibcatibris. 

The data base ownership question also affects the availability of records from 
other countries. Agreements ariibrig various riatibrial libraries brigirially provided for 
the reciprocal exchange bf JVIARC records representing the imprints of the country. 
The controls imposed at the time were that: (a) the recipient not produce the 
national bibliography of the brigiriatirig cburitry, arid (b) the recipient only distribute 
the data received from the brigiriatbr withiri the recipient's country. Inspired by 
traditions of sharing arid the concepts bf universal bibliographic control, the original 
agreeriierits did riot address ecbriomic issues, for which reason the foundations of 
iriternatibrial excharige are becoming increasingly shaky. 

For a period bf approximately two years, the International MARC Nejvvork 
Cbrrirriittee has been wrestling with complex legal and economic issues in order to 
replacie the original exchange agreemen^t of^ 1980, which no longer satisfies all 
participants. Where, in the past, the agreement included the distribution of the 
originator's data within the recipient's coun^rj;'^, now several nation^ai agencies have 
expressed unwillingness to have their data distributed within the recipient country 
to organizations that provide products • and serviqes to other agencies. In some 
cases, the national agency requires a Jjcensjng agreement between itself and the 
organization pr'oviding the services. The reason is that, with today's technology, it 
is possible to access record online across national borders and the national agency 
does not want to lose its own customer base. 

There is another example of international complexities. LC distributes 
Canadian MARC records within the United States according to the conditions of our 
exchange agreement with the National Library of Canada (NLG). Recently one of 
the U.S. utilities added a Canadian customer who desired to have access to these 
records on that utility. LC has not violated its agreement with NLC but, 



nevcrtiicless, it appdurs.Uiut Canadiun records wiH be sold iri Crinada by other than 
ttic Natibriai Library of Uaiiada. 

iM-opbsed revisions to international agreements would irhpose controls over data 
base distribution that cbUld assure compensation for the record creation but, at the 
same time, limit the availability of these foreign records and thus reduce their use. 

GC-LC's recent action to copyright its data base is central to the question of 
data base ownership. The utility's proposed network contract and copyright claim 
togetfier establish a new relationship between the networks and member libraries. 
OCLC's copyright asserts an ownership claim, that gives OCLC stronger 
cotirt^upported control over the subsequent use of the data base. The proposed 
network contract would allow the utility to lease tapes to the networks and require 
that libraries obtain permission for specific use of records. In view of the state 
librarv agencies that are both members and support other libraries' participation in 
the system, the shift in policy is taking place after public funds have been expended 
to create records with the understanding that the resultant data base would be 
available for state resource sharing. 

The ownership question influences participation in cbbperative projects. For 
example, open sharing through the Linked Systems Project could limit a atility s 
ability to control third party use. It is certainly true that with appropriate 
software, contracts could be made and upheld to compensate for record use. To 
date, however, 'the general feeling appears to be the cost and complexity of the 
software would outweigh the benefits. 



we have 



5 a Pro blem ; There is little nationwide planning or coordination. Constantly^ 
ave often suff ered for the lack of an orderly approach to further development. 



5 b Discussion- The examples given below are not all alike. They are, 
how ever, probl^ l^eas which result from a lack of planning, or from ^ ^^^^ 
understanding, and often from the desire to have all direction come from^ the grass 
rootrievel"-the term "national" or "nationwide" tending to turn people off. |t 
appears to me that many projects profit from nationwide planning combined with 
root support-it takes both to assure success. The Gouncil on^ Library 
Resources has played a major role in stimulating and coordinating a nationwide 
approach to library research, planning, and development. But CLR can only 
encourage cooperation. It is up to the rest of US to do the cooperating. 

^ significant problem is the lack of nationwide planning for retrospective 
conversion. The RKCON Pilot Project did demonstrate that the cost of converting 
and updating retrospective records was high. However, it appears obvious that ^the 
cost of duplicate conversion of the same titles, i.e., the aggregate cost to^the nation 
as a whole must still be higher. Today, since there was no nationally planned 
con^eSon'efJlS^ the privati sector has provid^ us with REMARC Jt, because 
this is a private sector venture, access to that file is limited and cost y.^ Without 
coordination, REIVIARC records may be updated by different instKUtions and 
consequently dupHeates will exist for the same item. How much will all of this cost 
the American library community? 

At one time all CONSER participants were inputting their serial records into 
OCLC. ene data base was searched, and thus costly duE)lic|te cataloging and 
conversion of the same title was eliminated. Several CONSER participants then 
foined tfie Research Libraries Group (RLG). Now they input their serial titles in the 
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Rcsbarch Lil)raric.s Irirbrmatibh Network (RLIN) arid ho longer have available the 
titles input by the OC1.X-. systeih, The result is . possible duplication of catalpgihg 
aiid cdhversibh.. One CUNSER participant is keying its serial titles Jhtb both RLIN 
and OCLC Efforts are underway for OCLC arid RLIN to exchilhge CONSER records 
via nuighetic tape^ but> as we have learned over this years, the building of a hatibhal 
data base is most effective when that data base is available for searching and input 
bhlihe. 

Plahhing is a cbiitihUbus prbcesr. and recent developments need to be exploited 
to keep the cooperative effort together in the new multi-utility environment. The 
Linked System Project could greatly aid in avoiding duplication in both CONSER and 
retrospective cdhversibn because the user of one system would have available the 
records of another system. For example, if OCLC were implementing its link, its 
CONSER records could be transmitted to LC for online distribution to RLIN and the 
Wasliihgtbh Library Network (WLN), Likewise, it would be possible for RLIN and 
WLN CONSER records to be distributed online to OCLC, This linking facility is now 
being impleinehted between LC, RLIN, and WLN for authority records- The Linked 
Systenis Projects permits the building of consistent files and makes the data 
Universally available. 



It seems to me that we are at a major crossroad in our efforts to build a 
cbniprehensive system of bibliographic control. Certainly, one very important 
coniponent is the network configuration^ the facility we use Jor comrnunication, 
resource sharing, and research. And yet there is no clearly defined approach to 
future network developraent. 

There is little doubt that during the last decade the massive bibliographic data 
bases housed b.v^ the _t>ibliographic utilities and the products and services they 
provided was a major step forward in resource sharing. We would not be nearly as 
advanced as we are witiiout the utilities. There is also ample evidence that this is 
not necessarily the most effective way to proceed. 

Early on, some people recognized that certain library operations, e.g., serial 
check-in, acquisitions, circulation, would be more effectively performed locally. 
The huge costs of large hardware systems (and the associated software systems) arid 
the economic conditions of the 1970s precluded much Ibcal development. Flowever, 
the rapid expansion in the mini- and microcomputer fields with the significant 
decrease in costs of these devices compared to the larger systerns is chariging biir 
direction. We are moving away from centralized systems offering bbth the data 
base and the products and services to a centralized system for data base buildirig 
and hiaintenance and a decentralized system for prbducts and services. The 
availability of the smaller turn-key systems should reduce the costs of maintaining 
both manual and automated operations at the local _ level— a very important 
consideration. Ail of the above is evident by a review of activities of the utilities 
today.' 

i submit vje have a need tb carefully consider \A/hat the changes i_ri_the rietwbrk 
configtiration will mean to us. For example, at_ the present time, LC distributes 
both new and corrected records- to maintain the files bf the MARC subscribers. If 
we build a system of regional or local riodes cbnnected by commuriicatibri links tb 
the uttlities, how will these data bases be maintained? Will all Ibcal systems, 
regardless of size, receive all .changes made tb all the recbrds^ br will the utilities 
be forced to maintain a profile of each custbmer^s data base arid brily supply 
correction records for the records held by the individual ribde? Are the ARL 



libraries giviiig ihbUgln to the fact that they presently are— and rtibst likely , will 
cbritiriuc to be—members of different utilities or Have stand-alone systems of their 
own.? Vviil this have an impact on the building of cbmprehehsive systems for 
biblibt^t'aphic control? 

VVllat i have attempted to do today in th[s session is to raise your awareness of 
some of the problems we face together. Raising awareness does not solve the 
prbblerriSj but it does bring them out Into the open where we can. examine them; 
And after all— "if we have met the enemy and they are us"— we stand a chance— with 
Dave Bishop's help— of going forward. 
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THE BLUEPRINT: 
A PLAN FOR ACTION 



David Bishop 
University of Georgia 

iVlR. ROSENTHAL: I would now like to intrdduce David Bishop, who comes to 
us, again, with an authoritative background. 1 note that David is an upstanding 
member of the Rotary Club of Athens, Georgia. I do not know \A/hether that means 
the Optimist Club as well, but he is the Director of Libraries at the University of 
Georgia. 

MR. BISHOP: We have leaked at some fundamentals and made some 
assumptions about distributed bibliographic control. We have examined the fdle of 
.the Library of Congress in bibHographic control and we have considered some of the 
major problems that are facing us. 1 would like to describe some components of a 
plan of action to move us toward an ideal bibliographic control system, including 
some things that could be done by individual libraries, by utilities, by the Library of 
Congress, and by the ARL. 

But, before looking at a plan of action, I would like to take a few minutes and 
describe my perception of this bSbiiographic control system. The focus will be a 
data base, which is a collection of bibliographic and quite possibly holdings records,' 
comprising most of the holdings of the participants in the system, I say most 
because I suspect some local records will continue to exist arid it will be some time 
before retrospective eoriversiori is complete. This data base will also have 
associated, authority or support files, ideally linked as an integral part of the data 
base itself. The access mechanism for this system will be at least sufficient to 
allow the efficient retrieval of a particular bibliographic record. It may riot be 
possible to retrieve all of the works about ecbribmics or browse the coriiplete work 
of William Shakespeare, but reliable retrieval a particular bibliographic item is ari 
obvious minimal requiremerit. 

There could be a number of cbrif iguratibris for a system bf this type. It coiild be 
a single system, one large facility with the capacity to serve all of the users.. This is 
highly unlikely. It could cbrisist bf a riumber bf syrichrbriized systeriis-^five^ teri^ 
t\A/enty, maybe more independerit data bases furictibriirig riiuch as Lucia described iri 
the Liriked Systems Project. Aribther bptiori wbuld be a systerii cbrisistirig bf a series 
of paths through multiple systeriis^ paths based bri regibris^ types bf libraries^ 
subjects, or lariguages, tb name a few. 



Initially, the system cbuld_ be ari erihariced versibri bf the MARC distributibri 
service with the Library bf Cbri^ress arid a sriiall group bf research librarians 
pi'ovidirig the nucleus bf the_ data base. This riucleus erihariced by records 
cpritributed to the Library bf Congress as is proposed for the NUC project, which 
Heririette discussed. The eritries of these contributed records would be verified by 
the Library bf Cbrigress arid the records then distributed through the IWARC. 
Histributibri service. -This approach, although just a beginning, would probably be 
rather easy to achieve, at least technically. The important thing in terms of 
conf iguratipris is that there is a range of options and it is likely that, over time, we 
\Ni\l see different cbrifiguratiori based on changing techndldgies. 

Let us assumej then, a single bibliographic control system based on a single 




logical data base; Whiie this system would be used Jor many purposes* includ n^ 

blbUbi-aphie verification, resource shaniig, and AnAerlibrary borrowing^^^ 

tb b° us on three functions associated with the cataloging process, These fun^ 

rirerHia^ching-locking for cataloging copy; creating records-original^^ 

nm maintenance-those activities designed to keep the data base consistent with 

itself. 

There are two main advantages to using this type of system ^tb search for 
catalociRe copy. First, it would be possible to search all of the data base at once or 
h f krfownlSg^al progression. Secondly, one would have confidence m the results, 
iratticularly of a negative search. At present, it Is difficult for a searcher to know 
when he or she can actually stop searching. 

The second function is creating records. When treating records tjie major 
iRtvanluKC to this system are reduced cost and improved quality. The availability of 
cu, en authority and bibliographic information would reduce the research necessary 
to establish headings, would assure that the adopted headings are m their most 
ciirrcnl form, and would result in generally more consistent cataloging. 

The third cataloging function is maintenance and I would like to spend some 
time discussing this because I believe the lack of computer assisted maintenance 
slsfemHs far and away the most serious problem we face in bibliographic control 
SdS 'i^e S^cilem with our present manual systems, is probably fan^harU, many 
of us A person finds Library of Congress cataloging for a book and does the 
authority S prior to producing cards or as a result of filing in the public catalog 
hu ng this proless, the person finds perfectly good LC records, that are conflict 
wUh the one in hand. The reason, obviously, is that at some point he Library of 
rongress changed the old heading bat because no alerting system exists the records 
H the iocal libfarv catalog were never changed. The person who encounters this has 
hree chores ignore it and live with two forms of an entry, change the new form 
o the old S put off the problem, or go back and change all the records with the 
oki forn o entry. None of these options are attractive, For non-Library of 
?on.?e s catalog ng records that appear in utilities the situation is even wor e 
because tt^lre is no mechanism for those records to be changed when records 
with U,e sam? ladings are changed. This mcBans that contributed records,^ found in 
ullm l Satl i^ may be incorrect even though they were c.^rect when they 
initially entered the system. 

The solution Or a solution to the situations I have described is an automatic or 
computer-assisted maintenance system, and this feature is one of the most 
attractive aspects of an ideal bibliographic control system. 

The automatic or computer-assisted maintenance system functions in the 
following manner As access points change or as errors are foand, « central agency, 
D?eSIi^llv the Libpapy of Congress, would change all the affected records in both 
SgrShic and authority portions of the data l^-^ ^^t '^^'ST to the 

changed records throughout the system, to the synchronized data bases, to he 
appmpriat^^^ or wherever they needed to be sent. At" the point in he 

t?ansm sl Jn process where location symbols become part of the records, the 
eham^Sr ecord^ would be sent only to the institution requiring t^he changes.^^^^^^^^^ 
exr^uSe when the record reaches the OCLC data base, OCLC can^^tell which 
f£^ariS' location symbols ar^ attached to the record and can transmit the changes 
only to those that need them. 
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What is needed for effective, low cost, maintenance is the capacity to attach a 
location symbol^ to a bibliographic record and obtain what could be called a 
niaintennnce contract. This system would allow a library to indicate that it has n 
book; that it has the record that goes with that book, and that it wants ail 
subsequent versions of that record that are produced. This v;ouid apply to both 
ihcniber and Library of Congress cataloging. 

'•ne concern about mairiteriance is not just with bibliographic records- If our 
oniirie catalogs are going to liave cross-references, current name and sul>ject 
authority records will be needed. Initial indications are that the problems of 
/maintenance of authority records will be as great or worse than with bibliographic 
recoids. 

Probably, maintenance is the least uriderstobd cost factor in technical services 
arid represents an area where signif icarit savings can be made. It seerris. certain that 
if we cannot significantly reduce the cost of adding materials to bur collectibris^ we 
will likely lack the resources heeded for bnlirie catalogs, for providing access to 
pbrtibris of bur cbllectibhs that are presently inaccessible^ arid for providing other 
new services that are ihcreasirigly being identified as vital to bur user com rriurii ties. 
When considering the Readers^ Guide to Periodical Literature arid the ariiburit of 
access that it provides to a portibri of bur cbUectibris with rib riiairiteriarice at all^ 
one sees the pbteritial fbr the future. Arid^ while it is urilikely that we cari riiake bur 
' ibliographic data base that riiairiteriariee free^ we cari riibve sigriificaritly closer to 
the "Readcr^s Guide^' niodel thari we are today. 

With a rather, gerieral descriptibri of a bibliographic cbritrol system as a basiSj 
let me turn to a plari of action that would rribvis us towards such a system. I would 
like to begiri by describirig sbnie thirigs that we iridividual libraries cari do. 

Pirst^ we can adopt the concept of the , standard record and automatic 
mairiteriarice. At the top inariagement levels, this should be rather easy, but within 
bur brgariizatibris it wbOld be somewhat more difficult. Building support for this 
concept will require careful^ serisitivis presentatioris, particularly in cataloging and 
processirig depart riierits. There are many complex issues that will be raised, 
iricludirig: job security; what percent of the remaining activities are professional [n 
nature; arid questions of the validity of the past activities. This validity of past 
activities is a particularly difficult issue and it is important that people understand 
that what they have done for the last twenty years, was not a waste of time, but 
rather that advances in technology provi^de options that did not exist in the past and 
we must now take advantage of those options. 

The second thing we can do as individual libraries is to plan to develop the 
capacity to maintain our machine-readable records. With card catalogs, an 
automatic maintenance system would probably drown us in replacement cards. But, 
as we move toward online catalogs, the replacement records will be in 
machine-readable form only so the catalog card maintenance problem will go away. 
If we are to take advantage of the standard record and automatic maintenance, it is 
extremely important that we begin planning now for the maintenance of our 
machine-readable data ba^es. This can be done in a variety of ways. It may be a ^ 
capacity that the utility will provide. This may be something that regional net\A/orks 
will do. Or, it may be. a capacity built into local online catalog systems. 



The third thing we can do is develop the capacity to catalog in. our areas of 
primary collection strength. We cannot assume that the burden of cooperative 
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cataloging can be b8rnc by a dozen of the largest lib riaries;_ We need to spread the 
cataloging load over a broader base arid each of us must be prepared to make 
whatever cataloging contribcitibii we caii. _ 

Fourth, we must be, prepared to pay for the services ; that we receive. The 
automatic maintenance function, for example, can reduce our processmg expenses 
considerably but there wirf be a cost for providing this service and we must be 
prepared to pay that cost. 



Let me turn now to the utilities, and what they can do. The first and probab 
most important thing is for them to accept this cooperative approach and be willmg 
to be part of the synchronized data base or a node in an overall system rather than a 
central node in an independent system. Secondly, the utilities, primarily DCLC, 
need to develop a strategy for ownership and fair use of data that will protect their 
economic viability but will still allow a national bibliographic control system to 
become a reality. Without relatively free sharing of records it will be very difficult 
for the type of system that is proposed to succeed. Finally, utilities need to deveJop 
the software that will allow these maintenance systems to become a reality. The 
utilities are at the heart of the maintenance function and they must have the 
capacity to accept, process, arid transmit relevant replacement records, both 
bibliographic and authority. 

What can the Libary of Congress do? First, be can articulate its commitment 
to providing the coordiriatiori function. If we are to build a system based on the 
cataloging of th^ Library of Congress there must be an assurance that the Library ot 
Congress will accept the responsibility for coordination. Certairily, recent actions 
bv bC have been extremely encouraging. Second, the Library of Congress needs to 
develop a mechariism that will allow it to receive _compensation, possibly directly 
from libraries, for performing the coordination function. 

It seems unlikely that the Library of Congress can assume this responsibility 
without additional fundirig from some source. There is a question as to whether it is 
realistic to assume that additional federal funding will be available to the Library of 
Congress to provide the Cooperative function. If not, a system of direct payment by 
libraries for coordiriatiori maylbe the only answer. This is a coriiplex issue and care 
must be taken that accepting funds from libraries does not jeopardize the overall 
funding level of the Library of Congress. 

The third thing that the Library of Congress can do is to explore the feasjbjlity 
of its becomirig the focus of a system to allow r.ajor contributors of cataloging copy 
to receive Compensation. Most library directors would be wilhng for their 
institutions to do their original cataloging but for mariy there is a limit to the 
contribution they can make because of the nature of the collections. There are 
some libraries that do a great deal of cataloging and have very special cataloging 
skills Ways need to be found for libraries to be cbi-npensated for the original 
catalbgirig that they do that benefits others. It is possible that subcontracting by 
the Library of Congress would be a way to accomplish this. 



What can ARL do? First, ARL can play an important role in bringing the 
different organizations involved in bibliographic control together and can serve as a 
focus for the resolvation of many of the issues raised today. 

Second ARL can be an important factor iri the development of an overall plan 
for bibliographic control. Some components of the bibliographic control system 



prcsehlly exist in. Ai^L's Five-Year Flari... The .Cburicil bh Library Resources has 
dbne a great deal in. this area with the Biblibgraphic Services Deyelbphieht Prbgram^ 
but ultimately a fully develbped plan is needed arid ARL clearly has a role iri its 
develbprilerit- 

Third) ARL should become an advocate for funding the cbbrdinatipri function at 
the'Library of Gbrigress either. tlir^ to allow payment by libraries or by 

working for increased general funding for LC. 

Fourth, AKL needs to communicate the biblidgraphic control plan that is 
develbpisd to the library community, particularly to non-ARL libraries. We cannot 
expect a biblidgraphic control systism to succeed supported only by ARL libraries. 
Nor can we expect other libraries to support the system if they have not been, 
infdrined and been involved from the beginning. It may well be that communication 
with the general library community about this plan is the most important thing that 
ARL can do. 

iVly goal this morning has been to describe some general features of a 
bibliographic control system and to discuss some things that could be done to move 
us toward such a system. The time for developing a system of this type is right. It 
is because the concept of a standard record is increasingly being accepted, because 
economic pressures to reduce costs and to have funds available for expanded 
services such as online catalogs clearly exist, and because we are getting closer to 
the point that technology will exis^ to allow this system to become a reality. It 
iseems clear that a nati^onal bibliographic control system will emerge one way or 
another. The concern is that if we do not take the initjative now, we will find a 
system^ the result of random developments and marketplace pressures, rather 

than an overall rational plan, and that would be unfortunate* 
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R. ROSENTHAL: thank yoa very much, David, the floor is open 



MR GRATTIDGE (General Electric Foundation): I believe ARt has an 
Opportunity to do one other thing, and that is to keep in touch with the technology 
developments, particularly software technology. 1 am thinking now of work going on 
in svsteiTis where, pi'oviding there is a rational basis for making a decision, the logic 
of that decision perhaps can be put into software. Many of the quality control 
questions cOuld, in fact, become simplified if the logic is understood. ' 

MS. A VRAM: Are you addressing modeling techniques? 

Ml{ GRATTIDGE: in the area of diagnostics, ranging from diagnostics in 
medicine or in locomotives, one can compare a given symptom against the possible 
causes. I am suggesting that if records dO not agree, there is a rational basis tor 
going back and finding why they do not agree. This could be a machine process 
rather than a human process. And therefore, we would at least arrive at the 
questions of noncornpatibility much more easily. 

MR. RbSENTiiAh: I believe that is probably part of what David discussed in 
terms of automated maintenance. 

MR. BISllGf^: Yes. 

MR BROWN: Henriette suggested I might want to comment on her comments 
from' the standpoint of OCLC. A third of our board is here, I believe, so they can 
add or change anything I might have to say. 

First I would like to make One correction. Henriette referred to the fact thaj 
we have a proposal to our library networks that involves leasing of ^ tapes. I would 
like to make it clear to everybody here, and 1 am trying to maKe it clear to as many 
people as I can, that last summer we withdrew that approach because we^did^^^^^^ 
feel from the responses or reaction we received that libraries felt comfortab;e with 
that concept, even thOugh it is used by other systems and data base. And it is not 
necessary to carry out what we are trying to do. 

Reference was made to the Board resolution back in 1980 or thereabouts on a 
so-called ownership issue. The resolution read to the effect, as^ Henriette stated 
that free use would be-or unlimjted use could ^3--^^^ °f machine^^^^^^ da a 

except for use by third party commercial entities, which, in effect, take OCLC data 
reuse it, and sell it in competition with OCLC. There.are several problems '^ith 
that resolution. First of all, it has not worked. A number of commercial entities 
have received data bases of significant size from OCLC member institutions who 
indeed do sell that data. Secondly, that resolution was based on not-for-profit 
institutions. 1 believe We all recognize today that JHere is a certain amount of 
blurring of lines between sO-caHed for-profit and not-for-profit institutions in terms 
of the use and selling of services. Thus, the MARC issue is probably no longer 
clearly appropriate. 

Henriette has stated very clearly and very effectively the fact- that these issues 
are economic, arid the resolution will come about on that basis, as she said; the 
technical issues are riOt the overriding ones. The one thing I believe you should be 
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aware of, though, is thai it is not the econoinic viability issue, in my Judgment, as 
much as the integrity of trying to create as large an international online holdings 
catalog as one can legitimately and economically and technically develop. And any 
means by wliich citlier migration away frojn the system or actions other systems 
tliat use tiie system but do not bring in the holdings or cataloging of other 
institutions di^minislies the potential value of Jhat data base, which now has about a 
147 million lioldings, and is increasingly being used by European institutions as well 
as liere in tlie United States; 

VVe liave heard the concept of a copyrighted data base. The way our policies 
are currently being impiemented, or adopted, is that any library can use the data 
base in any way it sees fit, other than to turn it over to a third party (the third party 
being, at the moment, a non-member). fBut at the same time, as we have pointed 
out, we are encouraging and want to see that data shared witfi other libraries that 
are not OCLC members, and, in fact, would facilitate that, so that, it then becomes 
the question of the diminishing of the holdings for the data base rather than its 
augmentation to otiier libraries. 

I believe it is still not understood that what we are trying to do is to protect the 
data base for those of the general membership and the library community in general 
tliat have a tremendous faith in the future viability, integrity, and growth of the 
data base. 



i\lR. ROSENTliAL: IJoes the panel wish to make any further comment? 

MR. BISHOP: I would. Rowland, in terms of this cbhcept of OCLC records 
being sent to the Library of Congress for the verificatibh, establishing a consistent 
data base, arid then distributing it to the IVIARC distribution service— it seems to me 
that this is the vital way we can begin to establish a type of overall quality control 
that is economically possible. How does this type of program fit :ri with OCLC's 
cpricerh about its ownership? It obviously is that cbrhihg through the MARC 
distributibri service throws records but into public dbrhaih. But, at the same tirhe> it 
establishes that consistency and quality and makes the records available to other 
libraries. Could you just cbrrimerit oh that briefly? 



MR. BROWN: Hehriette touched on that a little bit in her talk. A public 
MARC distribution system is the equivalent of OCLC, and it may be that OCLC 
would eventually just work itself out of existence by providing a means by which 
cataloging is done on OCLC and then turned over to LC to be distributed to users 
who in the long-term no longer need OCLC. At some point, one engine disappears 
arid you have a new engine. And to my knowledge no one has described the 
economics of the new engine^ 

There is a dilemma Jn terms of trying to get broader, and let us say, improved 
bibliographic control _and distribution. One must also look at what has worked to 
date and, as the suggestion was made e^arlier, have an eyolutiqn^ary process. Do not 
throw out the baby with the bath water. I believe this is a concern we need to deal 
with honestly as to how impure ved bibliogra^phi^c control and distribution can best be 
achieved. I believe there are ways, but I am not sure ^am smart enough to know the 
best way. But, we need a solution, and we need to deal with the existing systems 
that are already working— RLiN, OCfcC, WLN, and so forth. 

But, p^CLC has a somewhat different problem than do the other systems [n one 
regard, and that is the nature of our membership, the nature of the data base, and 
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froiii wiioiii wc iieed support in order to exist. 

MR. BISHOP: But, realistically, do you not think the major value of OC^^^^ 
its major flSet is as a communieation system and its capability rather than its data 
base? 

MR. BROWN: No. bet me tall, you why. The_ telecoSmanieation struc^u^^^^^ 
the United States and in the world is going to be changing so rapid y that for any 
system that has invested the amount of money that these institutions here have 
inv^lted in OCLC to be dependent upon a.particular telecommumeatioa structure is 
ve^ v^ry thin ice. The major asset, by far, that you all have invested, in a_sense, 
Tn n^l P-and I sav that even with the RLG libraries because indirectly or directly 
they linefU frdm 'thf Oebe base-^^^^ the uniqueness of that international holdings 
data base And if that is eventually diminished without something else equaUy 
vfible^ &ing its place I would sly that is much more .mportant than any 
co^nmun cation structure which can change and will probably change in the next 
coupTe ofyears. The technology of how it is done is going to change constantly 
What needs to be kept, however, is some access that any library anyplace in^he 
world could go to as a last resort for finding out where an item is available. 

MR. GOVAN (University of North Carolina): in the absence of any dthe^ 
comment, I would like very much to point to P°'"t\^«^'2J"^^^^^ 
rol^ in his plan of action. And I certainly hope that when the_ transcript of this 
r^^elting s published the membership takes those suggestions seriously and that we 
Twhafeir we can to help meet Some of the challenges and problems. I agree with 
him thatThe Association 'has a central role to play and I hope we do not let this 
opportunity go unmet. 

MS MARTiN: (Johns Hopkins University): I certainly second^ Jim's comments. 
I would'l^e to refer people to a Network Advisory Committee document about a 
L^r^iL b blicJ^phic system which, 1 believe, was done three or four years 
ago-aBout the same time as the other one to which Henriette referred In that 
document the final recommendation was more of a system alon^ the random and 
Su^ionary Hnes ram Very, vgry conscious of the point that Henriette made of 
com^ne^to a decls on in a group, and then going home and changing our minds and 
creating a Itir So, perhapf a reflection on those documents that we have created m 
the past might be useful. 

Kaye, you had something to do with that, too, . 

MS GAPEN (University of Alabama): Yes, I recall that document. At the^point 
at wh ch we worked on that document and held hearings on it at an ALA meeting, as 
1 recal we felt that, given the state of technology, and given the state of 
development syftems, thaf was th^ way a national network ^'J'ft evolve if ^ v^ent 
together in developing systems. And i tend to believe myself that that may still be 
S case So the pllnning--if we call that planning or words to describe some 
SroS-^ow would-be to talk about what we are doing, so that we can think 
effectiv^^. But, that was a basic document that we did have hearings on and we all 
tended to agree with it. 

MR. ROSENTHAL: To what extent was there an economic analysis embedded 
in that document? 

MS. GAPl*: There was not one. I believe the economics of the issue were 
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iiiiplicit in the discussion in which we all had our own money or we were 
participating in cooperative actijnt[es that we financed, and we did not believe that 
the economics of creating a large data base or national system or plan in that way 
WHS possible; The economics of supporting wlijft we were doing would continue to 
evolve, and that is wfiere the money would come from* It seemed pragmatic to build 
upon the basis we liacj established^ whicli was the point that Henriette made today; 
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BUSiNESS MEETING^ SESSION I 



[Session 1 of the AiiSciation of Research Libranes Business Meeting, attended 
bv the ARL membership only, convened on Wednesday, October 19; 1983. Following 
ail informal discussion of implementation of the ARL Plan of Action, the 
membership turned to consideration of the 1984 budget and proposed dues increase. 
Mr. Uovan, on behalf of the ARL Board of Directors, moved that the membership 
approve a dues increase of $1160.00 for 1984. The motion was passed with no 
dissenting votes.] . . - 



BUSINESS MEETING, SESSION II 



[Mr. Uovan began the meeting by announcing the election-of Richard Talbot of 
the University of Massachusetts as Vice President/President-Elect for 1984.J 



Report from the Office of Manageme nt Studies 

MR WEBSTER: Rather than give you a status report on the range of projects 
we are involved in, I am going to rely on the v^ritten report that is^available^to you^ 
[The CMS Report appears as Appendix D]. Instead, what I would like to do today is 
to review our schedule of activities for 1984 to alert you to services and resources 
you can take advantage of or involve your staff in. 

First is the training schedule for this next year. We have-not yet replaced 
Maureen Sullivan as Training Specialist. Instead, we are trying to use OMS^ s^^^ 
former employees, and other individuals who have worked with us in the past to 
conduct tl^ese"^ ac ivities. We have a very ambitious schedule for 1984 and we 
believe we will be able to maintain that schedule while we recruit for the Trainmg 
Specialist position. 

. We have planned a number of special focus workshops thi;, year: a Planning and 
Commun cation Workshop, Which will be conducted at^ the University of Pittsburgh 
Library and a Supervisory Skills Workshop at the Joiihs Hopkins University L.br-ry. 
inote these because, again, we are prepared to design and operate special focus 
workshops in your institution on specific topics, either in program areas such a^ 
servieesf collection, and preservation, or on management topics such as the Planrang 
and Communicatibri Workshop. 

Beyond those special focus workshops, we wjll offer ^ ^^^^^^ 
Management Skills Institutes in the next year. We will conduct both public 
institutes for which brochures have been distributed to ybUr libraries indicating the 
L4ilSi Ld the schedules, and, we will also conduct several special ^. bis, such 
as onf in Eugene, Oregon, for which the University of Oregon^Libraries is acting as a 
sponsor. In addition to the basic MSis, we 'are offering this year three advanced 
Management Skills Institutes: one in Houston sponsored by a reKicKU^l ^^^' '^ 
one in San Diego, and another in the Washington ^rea toward the end of the y. _ir. 
°'hese^^rmore intensive, longer institutes-five and a half days instead of three and 



a half days— and they are oriented for senior managers in research libraries. 

As^ydU are aware, we have also been cbrisiderihg a mariagerrierit institute for 
A KL directors. Such an institute would focus on three broad thefnes: the role of 
i\re director in the university, strategic planning, and intrbducirig and mariagirig 
organizational change in research libraries. That theitiatic approach is predicated 
•on our assumption that there is going to be active participatibri arid disciissibri 
among the participants around those topics— e.g., itjs-tl«it a traditibrial lecture-type 
educational opportunity. We surveyed you all; ana 47 df you responded, iridicating 
some interest or support of that notion. We scheduled that evehi: to precede this 
Membership Meeting in Chapel Hill. We received only thirteeri registratioris, 
however^ ang because our minimal level for conducting the session is fifteen, we 
decided not to hold the event at this time. There is some question as to whether it 
was a schedule problem, a cost problem, the specific importance or value of the 
institute to directors, or whether the design and format might have been 
inappropriate. The^OIVlS Advisory Committee is working with us to investigate these 
questions and to decide whether an institute for directors should be rescheduled. 

So, we are interested in knowing how many people are still interested in this 
event. It would be three days, with a preliminary evening session. Would you prefer 
.an institute scheduled in advance of the April Membership Meeting at the 
Broadmoor in Colorado Sprmgs or an institute scheduled at some other time of 
year? We would also like any comments or reactions to the idea of a management 
institute for ARL directors that would be useful for the staff and the Advisory 
Committee in planning it. I_ sense that there is genera]^ support for such an event 
and it is a schedule problem rather than a format or design problem. If you disagree 
with me, please let me know. 

:\ IV1£!]iV1BER: I would like to know how much duplication, if any, there would be 
between this and either the basic management skills or the advanced management 
skills institute. I do not want to take the desert survival test again! 

^Laughter) 

MR. WEBSTER: It will be a totally new design. The survival skill that we are 
talking aboiit is riot that test^it might be iristitutiorial survival iristead. That 
particular _ exercise _ is _ used to illustrate group decisibri-makirig and group 
problem^blving skills. I do riot see that topic as beirig part, of this particular 
iristitute. Rather, the directors* iristitute will be oriented deliberately toward 
cbricerris, iriterests, arid prbblerris of the chief executive officers in research 
libraries. 



We haveJiad an ambitious schedule for the Systerris arid Procedures Excharige 
Ceriter (SPEC) iri 1983. Two topics that are cbmirig up later this year, are 
telecbmmuriicatioris arid regional libraries. Our preserit schedule for. kits arid flyers 
in 1984 includes: cbllectibri security; users statistics; copyright policy in member 
libraries; use of rhicrbcbmpiiters; the position of associate uriiversity librarieri or 
associate director; how we rriariage, use, arid operate ribri-biblibgraphic data bases; 
electrbriic rriail; arid archive rriariagerrierit. I wariS^tb alert ybli to those topics iri part 
to give ybli a serise of what we are gbirig to be\ibrking on arid also as a way of 
irivitirig your suggestibris for additibrial topics that we ought to be covering iri the 
future. Maxirie Sitts, who is. SPEC Cbbrdiriatbr, has a list of possible topics that will 
be considered later iri 1984 arid in 1985. If you want to influence that agenda, she 
would be happy to provide you with that form which we are using in working with 
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our Advisory, Coin mitttee in brder to get a sense of what tSpic you wbUld like to see 
covered in the future. 

Our principal effort in the area of self studies is being directed tQW|rd ^the 
operation of public services studies, under the sponsorship of the General Elec^tric 
Inundation, there are six self studies currentl^y in operation. The first three 
institutions that began earlier in the year have moved through the interim_ report 
phase and are now working: oh their final reports. The remaining three mstitutions 
started this fall. Patricia Swahson, who is the coordinator for that project has done 
a magnificent job not only in bringing those studies along, but also m preparmg the 
study materials for that project and in coordinating the sponsored research projects 
in which seven grantrs were awarded to member libraries to conduct mvestigations 
on specific public service issues. And she has been quite active in working with us m 
planning for transition to the next steps in that program. Patricia, as you may be 
aware, is on leave from the University of Chicago to work on this project for a 
year She is returning to the University of Chicago on November 1 as Assistant 
University Librarian for the science library; She will continue to work with us on 
completing these studies and On the preparation of public services study materials. 

A number of studies in the Collection Analysis Project are currently under^way, 
and we have several additional projects planned to start in the next year. This is 
clearly the most active self^tudy program, next to the Public Services Program. 

Those are the items that are of principal concern for us in 1983-84. In addition, 
because the Academic Library Program will end in September, as funding from the 
Council on Library Resources and the Mellon Foundation for that program ends, we 
are exolorine ways to fill the gap in OMS financial resources that the completion of 
?S ^o£cT WillTause. As you are probably aware, about 25% of the OMS budget is 
paid for by ARL membership does and 50% of our budget is cost-recovery through 
the sa°e of services and publications. So, we must secure about a quarter of _the 
budglt through external financial support. We have several projects in various 
stales of djgn and under consideration by foundations. For example, we have 
made a proposil to the National Endowment for the Humanities to support a series 
S tin s^udS at member libraries in the preservation area, The decision on that 
proposal I understand, is going to be made early in 1984. We have begun discussion 
Sth th^ Mellon Foundation concerning support for the design of techmcal servic^e^ 
studies. We are discussing with both the Council on Library Resoarces and the^ARL 
Smittee 0^ Library E^ducation a proposal to conduct an nst.tute for library 
educators on research library concerns. (That idea ^^me out of the committee a^^ 
we put it together in a tentative form as a proposal to the Coancil.) We^ have also_ 
put together; with help from libraries in Canada, a proposal to General Electric of 
CanSdl to conduct a series of self^tudies in Canadian libraries that would paralle 
the current public services project. (As yoU might recall, the grant from General 
Electric Foundation has a restriction on allocation so those momes_ can^go only to 
the U.S. libraries.) And finally, we are Working with ARL Executiv^e Office _on a 
proposal to the Lilly Endowment concerning operation of Phase II _of the^ National 
cS?ections Inventory Project, and I believe that will be reported on in the Executive 
Director report. 

These are our prospective projects, the OMS Advisory Committee and the 
public Services Advisory Committee both met during this meeting ^nd ^^hose groups 
Have been of essential help to us in developing these ideas. I also want to alert aU 
pf |ou to what we are considering. We are interested in your reaction to these 
programs, your advice, and yoUr help. Thank you. 
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Election of N^w 



MR. GO VAN: I would now like to call on tHe Vi<ie President/President-Elect, 
Kldred Smith, wlio is the chairman of the Nominating Committee, to present the 
nominations for election to the ARL Board of Directors. 

MR. SMITH (University of MinnesotaJ: Mr. President, the other members of the 
Norn inatjng Committee are Le Mqyne Anderson and Nancy Brown. We present the 
following nani^es as nominees for election to the Board: Graham Hill of McMaster 
University, Herbert Johnson of Emory University, and David fcaird of the University 
of Arizona. 

MR. GO VAN": Are there other nominations from the floor? (No response.) Are 
you prepared for the vote? We will vote on the slate then. All in favor signify by 
saying "aye.'' (Members respond.) Opposed? (No response.) tet's congratulate our 
new board members: Mr, Hill, Mr. Laird, and Mr. Johnson. 



Consideration of New Member Library 



MR. GOVAN: The next business, as lon^^ as we are electing people, is the 
consideration of the University of Waterloo as a new member. The board presents 
this name to you for eleetion to membership. Is there any discussion? 

MR, ATKINSON (University of Illinois): Without any. reflection oh the quality 
of the University of Waterloo^ 1 would like to ask you all to join me _:n voting rib. 
This is not, as I said, a ref lection on the University of Waterloo^ but it is clear to 
me, at least after that great discussion of the riew criteria that was^ iri fact* 
supposed to insure the cbntiriuatibri of a hombgeriebus body of shared cbricerri arid 
shared commitments, that the way tlit* criteria works is that every time a new 
n. ember comes iri that spread becpriies greater. So^ I would like, by this vote, to 
assure that the Assbciatibri rework those criteria arid come back in the not too 
distant future with a riew set of criteria that will insure continuation that shared 
cbmmitriient. 



MR. GOVAN: Ariy further discussion? 



A MEMBEil: Is there a committee report? 



MR. GOVAN: A committee report on the criteria? 



A MEMBER: Is there a committee that examines the membership of new 
university libraries. I know our Membership Committee on Nonuniversity Libraries 
examines prospective nonuniversity libraries; 

MR. GOVAN: In the case of uriiversity li^braries it is aU staff v^^^ 
criteria are fairly clear and if we want to address the point that Hagh has raised, I 
believe the approach is once again to examine the criteria, as he suggested. 

MR. LUCKER (Massaehusetts Institute of Technology): i thoag^^^^^ had left this 
far behind. Some of you recall that I chaired the committee that revised the 
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criteria for ARL ihombersllip, and I want to correct one thing HygH said. The 
mathematics and actuality of the criteria do not have the effect of lowering ^the 
staiidards for future new members. Under the earlier criteria that was the actual 
Effect because we were using medians and it was inevitable that libraries coming in 
below 'the meditiii were, in turn, lowering the median. With the present criteria, the 
incoming library must look like the top the 65th percentile. They are_ really coming 
in at a much higher level than libraries that came in under the old criteria. 

Now, it is true they are not entering in the top ten, but they are not coming in 
the bottom ten, either. We knew when we passed these new criteria--! have 
forgotten how many years ago it was-tliat we never had the intention or ^he 
expectation that we would close up the membership. That was not the intent. Ihe 
intent was to try to maintain a membership that looked as much like each other as 
possible. 

I believe the number of libraries that have entered ARL since the new criteria 
is probably somewhat lower than before, but there certainly have been a number of 
new members. And I believe that the committee's report and the long discussion we 
had at one of our meetings made it clear that we knew at ttiat time^ that, even under 

th ' ' ' ' ' 

the 

the criteria. But it is my recollection, in ill honesty, that that was both the intent 
and the practice. 



su 



MR ATKINSON: I do not disagree with you that that was the intent. I am 
„_ggesting the way it works out does, in fact, keep shifting lower and it does move 
those precehtiles. The experience we have had show that. 

MR. UOVAN: Further discussion? 

A MEMBER: Which one of thern is right-=does it or doesn't it? 
MR. GOV AN: As in most questions, they both have some right. 



MS ECHELIVIAN: I believe Jay is correct in stating that the members who have 
been accepted for membership since the criteria were adopted have not come in the 
lowest quartile. 

MR De GENNARO (University of Pennsylvania): It seems to me that we do 
have these criteria and Waterloo qualifies under them and I believe we have ^an 
obligation this time around to vote to admit Waterloo, and simply live by the 
criteria. But, maybe Mugh has a point and We might want to look at the whole 
question of membership again. 

MR GOV AN: I was going to address that fact, also. I believe we have a mjral 
obligation, in a sense, though we in no literal sensenave an obligation, to admit 
Watlrloo. And indeed, 1 was about to say that there is nothing to prevent our taking 
another look at those criteria, if indeed we believe that the number of new members 
is posing a problem. I believe we all sense that there is some dilution of our 
effectiveness as well as our collegiality, if you will, as the group grows larger. And 
somehow we need to work out a solution to that problem. 



Is there any further discussion f 
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MR. WYATT (University bf Rochester): _ We recog^^^ 
this process, before^ that there was a strong movement toward t 
the standards of. the Association, and part of the charge to that com mittee was not 
so much . to stop the degradation as to merely slow it down, i believe ther^^ is no way 
to stop it unless v^e simply decide that is what we are going to do arid close the 
membership^ .arid thert we do not need a particular change in the criteria and the vjay 
they are applied. I do believe that ihz actual degradation of the criteria/'lias been 
slowed down. We also have to face the fact^ however, that it is not just the criteria 
but the ways they are applied, because there continues to be some degradation 
within the asaociatibri membership of our purchasing abilities, too. 

MR. GOV AN: I believe we are bound to recognize that there are two issues 
here, really. Quite aside from the degradation of standards, there is the questi^^^^ of 
pure, absolute riumbers. I believe these are separate issues, and yet each has an 
effect about \A/hich we must be concerned. 

MR. LUCKER: We do not have the A RL Index for this year yet, so it is hard to 
tell. But for the two preceding years there has bee.^ no real shift in the index by the 
addition of riew members. When we did the study, we were able, using the statistics 
that the Association of College and Research Libraries (AGRL) has collected, ^to 
collect data ori potential members of ARL. When we did the review of the criteria, 
we estimated that there were, at that time, as many as six or seven institutions that 
might qualify for ARL membership based on the data, not including the number of 
Ph.D. programs (we did not know what those numbers were). Of those iristitutipris^ 
Ueorgia Tech and North Carolina State have already been admitted to the ARL 
membership; Waterloo was also on that list. Four of the libraries that were on that 
list have not applied for membership, perhaps because of the Ph.D. program 
requirement. 

Now, to the best of my knowledge that riumber of libraries has not changed very 
much. In other words, we believe that that severi—which is now five, and, [f 
Waterloo is admitted, ^our— that that four is probably still about the right number. 
So, the ARL membership might over the years grow by another half dozen. But 
unless there is some tremendous increase iri support for university libraries, that 
body of libraries out there has not changed very much. Arid remember that one of 
the strong inhibitions of membership is not the statistics^ but the number Ph.D. 
programs. The number is now about 2.6. _ Arid that iri itself may be the thing that 
will limit ARL membership for a much longer tiriie thari any other number, given 
what we all know it costs to start a new Ph.D. prograrii. But, again, just to set the 
record straight, we did point this out three or four years ago that we did have that 
number and my vague knowledge is that riumber has riot changed v;jry much. 

MR. GOV AN: Further discussion? Are vje ready to vote? 

All of those in favor of adriiittirig the University of Watej-loo L[brary to 
membership please say aye. (Members respond.) Opposed? (Members respond.) 
VVithout being accused of a second Sarii Rayburn, I think that was favorable, would 
you nays agree? (Members asserit.) 

Report from the Cou ncil on Library Resources 



MR. GOVAN: The riext item of business is the report from the Council on 



Library Resources^ which Jim Haas will moderate. 

IVIK. HAAS: The Council on Library Resourees has two and a half Program 
Officers; they are all in front of you. Lee is one, Deanna is two, and those who 
know me wigll recognize the half; 

We are not going to provide a comprehensive report, Gtir annual report for the 
fiscal year just ended will come out in another month or so (the "or so" being four or 
five more months). I know you read these annual reports with great passion and wail 
breathlessly for them. At least look at the Introduction this time, because we talk 
about the profession of librarianship and professional education. And I believe it 
will tell you where we are heading on that topic* 

What we plan to do today is to ask Lee to give you a brief overview of th^ 
Bibliographic Services Developmeijt Program (BSDP). Deanna will then talk about 
one of our new j^entures, the delivery of information. I will talk about two 
subjects— first; a meeting held ten days ago at Wye, and second, a new program we 
are about to embark on (provided we can get sufficient interest and our Board 
agrees). 

Lee, why don't you go ahead? 

MR. JONES: I hope all of you had an opportunity to pick up a copy of the 
report I prepared in advance, it pro^'vides a more thorough examination of what th^ 
BSDP has been up to over the last six months. This afternoon I would like to touch 
on some new developments since the last time I had^the opportunity to talk with 
you. I will be selective and not touch on all of them—ohly those that seem to have 
major import. * 

The first is a contract to the Association of American Publishers in the amount 
of $50,000 to help them develop coding standards for manuscripts in electronic 
form. Aspen Systems, is the contractor for that effort. Why would we be interested 
in providing risk capital for the publishing community? It is one way to buy in, if 
you will, on behalf of the library and university corriputirig communities^ to a project 
of great significance. There is a proj-'ict rriahagemeht team bri which Robert Haxes 
of the tlCLA School of Library and Information SL:ierice sits and which I nrionitor. 
Both of us are very interested in seeing that tb^ interests of libraries and university 
computing are, indeed^ represented. 

There is a National Library of Medicine task force that has been named, 
including representatives from the Library of Congress and National Agricultural 
Library. Its mission is to define that part of the coding scheme that would be 
appropriate for libraries and their users. Their work will be completed with the 
year. There will be an open forum during ALA Midwinter to review the project and 
progress to date. This may be the only time, prior to the completion of this work, 
that the library comrriuriity will have an opportunity to review the work of the task 
force. Many of you in this room, however, belong to institutions that are 
participating in a continual review of project dbcuments. They are called "stake 
holders"^ a term I abhor. That group, numbering 36 oj ni ore, involves the publishing 
community, the author community^ academic computing and libraries, and will 
review every stage of the project until it is completed. 

A quick note about retrospective conversion and the. assessm^ 
going on in that area. We have two consultants at work trying to assess what level 
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of recon activity is presently taking place . iri the U,S,, what strategies are being 
pursued^ arid they will attismpt to assess whether or not it is, indeed, too late for any 
national plan or suggested strategy for retrospective conversion, Heririette alluded 
to that activity during the program, and I think she believes it is, indeed^ tod latej 
we will see. The report should be completed by the end of the year arid copies blight 
to be available for you the next time you meet, 

A good deal was said during the program about the Linked Systems Project arid I 
will riot dwell dri that except to suggest the preserit timetable fdr that prdject. We 
have come td a pdirit where I believe we are at a watershed. Pretty sddri a riumber 
of actual hard tests are going to take place and we are goirig to find dut whether all 
this effort has indeed been worth it and whether the structure will really perform. 
The telecoinmunication links themselves will have been completely tested, we 
believe, by the end of December 1983. Early in 1984 we will begin to test the 
exchange of authority records between the Library of Congress, the Research 
I^ibraries Group, and the Washington library Network. WLN will, probably la^ a 
little bit behind, simply i^ecause they have h^d difficulty recruiting sufficient staff 
to dlympia. We have funded the LSP participants to take a_look at other activities 
tliat will take place over the link. In other words, td define the next applications 
that we expect to see over the link. ©CLC i^s observing in both the a.uthorities 
implementation part of the project and in the exploration of additional uses of the 
link; 

i have several brief comments I want to make in the area of online catalogs. As 
you know, the 6bR studies have been completed and the data analyzed at a, 
relatively complete level. However, we have funded a project to look at that data 
in great detail. Joseph Matthews and the University of ealifornia, Division of 
Library Automation are doing the work and their report will be completed by the 
end of December. 

In the area of subject access; it continues to be a mystifying element. 
Everybody says we need to do something about it but apparently nobody is quite sure 
what. We have said ovc and over again thai we would be delighted to entertain 
proposals in the area to examine enhancing subject access in online catalogs, and we 
cpntinue to be disappointed with what comes in the daily mail. We are, however, 
evaluating one project right now that would test the use of the Dewey Decimal 
Classification scheme as an enhancement for subject access in online catalogs, • 

Training users of online catalogs: 1 spoke with you last time arid reported dri a 
session that had beeri held iri Sari Aritdriid folldwirig the 1983 ALA Midwiriter 
Meeting, The prdceedirigs df that particular session are ridw available arid for a 
prepaid price df $ J 0,00 ydii cari get a copy. Ndrthwesterri tlriiversity has beeri 
furided_ td develdp a set df strategies fdr trairiirig users df drilirie cataldgs arid a way 
to evaluate the iriripact of thdse strategies usirig user perfdrmance as revealed iri 
trarisactidri Idgs, Washirigtdri University and the University df Wiscdrisiri are 
participatirig iri that effdrt. 

1 spdke td ydu the last time we talked about dUr meetirig at Wye, Marylarid dri 
the cdsts arid characteristics df dnline cataldgs. The proceed^^ sessidn are 

ridw available. Again, prepay $10.00 and ydu get the proceedings. It does include 
summaries df all the final reports of the CLR online catalog studies. ^ 

You will recall that as a discussidri ddcument for that Wye^^^m 
called, "Cdsts arid Features of Online Catalogs" was prepared. There was a good 
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deal or discussion of that document; it came under heavy fire.. Joseph Matthews and 
tia^y tawrence of the University of California, along with Charles Miller of Florida 
State University have revised that document. It has beeii submitted ana will be 
published in the December issue of Eformatton Techri olbgy and Libraries. Reprints 
will be available from the authors and from CLR. 

As an outgrowth of that Wye session in which we jiad system designers and 
library directors meeting together to djscuss costs and features of online^ catalogs^ 
we scheduled another meeting. System designers came away from that meeting 
saving that they have an awful lot in common to talk about and no environment in 
which to do so. Following the Library Information Technolo:gy Association (LITA) 
meeting in Baltimore, we provided that opportunity for 35 system designers of 
online catalogs from the academic and commercial community. It Was an extremely 
stimulating and draining experience; and pacl<ed with very frank discussions. We 
believe ttiere will be a good many joint projects flowing out of that session. Ihe 
participants are already seeking an opportunity to repeat it.' BriaH^Aveney is doing 
the proceedings of that session and we hope they will be available sometime in 
donuary 1984. 

The BSPP has been thrashing around the waters of bibliographic control and 
service for five years and we have expended a good bit of money. In December, at 
the Linda Hall Library, we are gathering a group bf^ library administrators, 
computing center directors, network director.^, library school faculty, and ■ BSDP 
program committee members to take a look at what we have been through over the , 
Sse of the last five years, and to spend two and a half days o p o the course for 
the next couple of years. I hope to be able to report the results of that session the 
next time we meet. 

If there are any questions I will be happy to answer them now or later. 

A MEMBER: Who is doing the retrospective conversion studies? 

MR. JONES: Jutta Reed-Scott and Dorothy Gregor, a coast^to-coast 
cooperative venture. 

MS MARCUM: At the last ARL meeting we were just laurichiiig our 
iriformatibn delivery services program and I reported to you then that we had 
appointed a task force to identify some of the alternatives for proeeeding .in^that 
^rea. The task force was very helpful to me in identifying those areas we should 
pursue first. 

I mentioned to you then that we Were commissioning a study of document 
delivery activities in this country. Richard Boss and Judy McQueen were he 
consultants for the first part of that study as it was recommended to us by the 
Ktwork Advisory Committee's "Statement of , Work." The first report is^ now 
completed in preliminary form- Several people have reviewed the^^consultants^ 
conclusions, ana we are sending that final report to NAG next week. We^asked the 
consultants to assemble a "snapshot" of the nation's current document delivery 
acUv ties. What types of technologies are being used? If it is warranted, we a so 
wanted to know what kind of methodology should be used to do^a_ complete, 
^mprehensive study of document delivery. The conclusion of that study is that it is 
not warranted to go on with a much more indepth study of document delivery. 

So, i will ten you what we are planning t6 db-what we are considering, at least, 
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over the next several iiibnths. 



One of the things we became aware of as a result of the . study is that we" know 
very little about what the usersi think about the dbcumerit delivery services that are 
now in place. We are going to try a variety of approaches to learri miich more than 
we now know about users, their needs, the services they are usirig^ arid where 
eonimereial document delivery services fit their needs. 

' : jl^ J^han we know now about commercial 
document delivery services, and the Council intends to commissidn a paper bri that 
topic. VVe hope to ask someone from that sectbr tb write the paper^ butliriirig 
trends, services, and the kinds of libraries now being served. We except 

^.^.^_^__^^?..s®"^_^__P^P^r oj' another one will take a look at some of the implicatibns bf 
commercial services for libraries. 

Tliird, we intend to devote at least some portion bf bur cbbperative research 
grants in the next cycle to a consideration of interlibrary loan arid perfbrmarice 
improvenient in interlibrary loans. We w sending guidelines fbr that riext rcurid 
in April. I'he October grant applijcat in, and, as you know, thbse 

grants have, to date, been unfocused; you have had a chbice bf tbpics. We are gbirig 
to suggest that in the next cycle some attention be paid tb imprbvirig the 
organizational structure of interlibrary loan departments, perhaps, br bther aspects 
of service improvement. 

Finally, I should mention that we are moving ahead as the task force 
recommended on looking at various ways to support technological experiments that 
improve document delivery. We hope to work on both telefacsimile and optical 
digital disc research and demonstration projects. I hope that any of you who are 
involved in telefacsimile will let me know. We would like to bring together a group 
of people who are now. using telefacsimile equipment. Some of you have mentioned 
your projects to me. If you have not, I would like to know about them, 

MR. HAAS: Rather than give you a snapshot of some of the other activities 
going on^ of which there are a great many, I wSnt to concentrate, in a fairly brief 
period bf time here, on two specific topics. 

iVlany of you_ remeriiber^ arid_ some of you took part in, the conference at 
Wingspread iri early December 1982. That meeting concerned a fairly wide ranging 
set of topics pertinent tb the library \A/prldi What was importarit about the session is 
that it brought together a good mix bf people concerned \A/ith all aspects and facets 
of scholarly coriihiuriicatibri: uriiversity officers, provosts^ representatives of 
scholarly societies^ librariaris^ fbliri ]atibri_ officers. One bf the specific 
recomriieridatioris was that the process should coritiriue^ that, is, this process of 
bririgirig tbgether this mix of pebple tb cbritiriue tb talk iri detail on half dozen or so 
topics that had beeri ideritified at Wirigspread. 

Last week, from Mbriday thrbugh Wednesday mprnirig, about 3D individuals 
joined us at Wye. (We use the term "Wye" a little glibly. Those of you west cf the 
Pbtbrriac River might ribt kribw it— a very riice piece of property on the Wye River 
bwried by the Asperi Institute, which runs it as cbrifererice ceriter. It is both 
reasbriably accessible tb Washirigtori and a first rate place fbr rib more than two days 
or sb bf spleridid isblatibri.) We brbught tbgether this tiriie prbbably the best mix^ I 
believe; arid the best single grbiip bf pebple we have ever had frbrii the schblarly 
publishing wbrld, five fbUridatibri bfficers, five br six uriiversity presiderits arid chief 
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acadeiiiic officers, four or five leading scholars, ail 5f Whom at^oji^s time p 

SfS hfer Xired or were presently chairing a library committee and all of whom 

^e'e Id' ntifiA By Srarian participants. We.had from UGLA the assista^^^^ 

Sbhbol of Medicine who wBs the head of the universtty-wide library com^mittee. 
llrbW BUl^gsS cSic^^ was Louis Gould, historian from Texas, -^^"^ 
ibraJv expedence. Roger Bagnell, a classicist from Coiumbia has been directly and 
i StlJ rnvoivA in the librl.ies there for years. David Crawford, a profe^or of 
nSKdgv^^^^^ completed that group; Fiv.e foundation officers 

inSiding^the deputy chairman for the National Endowment for the Humanities, also 
took part. aRL's Shirley Echelamn was also with us at Wye. 

The focus of the meeting was the national aspects of collecting and 
«.<..^t.^«tion And iust so vou know how it worked, we asked three people to open 
fhriKsio^'one speaking for the university administrators (Sheldon Hackney, the 
piesident^of tSl University of Pennsylvania), one speaking for scholarly world, 
Su Gould from Texas), and one from the scholarly presses (Herber Bailey head of 
PHnceton y^^^^^ Press). Each talked about their_expectat.ons for the future in 

tenns of their relations with libraries. And it was a first rate way to set a backdrop 
for the discussion that followed. . ; 

The next day Pat Battin of Columbia opened the discussion by talkir^ about the 
problems that need to be addressed over the long-mm regarding the national 
problems uiai neea io _ Rogers of Yale did the same thing relative to 
aspects of coU^c^ing Rudy R^^^ the American Council on Learning 

goSetl^'ublS IiS'hIi^ mJkS ^ has don. a number of put^shing venU.r^ 
bocieties « ' _ .„„^„, T^H^ N«tJnn«i Triduirv nn Sr»hnlarlv ^ommunication, 



flt ArhS That mix of nformal preliminary uii,^u^^iy.>n^^^ 'bb^^^^- 
tL^htful and viry constructive discussion that permeated the entire meeting. 
And^HS^all sucfeven one can do all of the planning ^^^^[the buses pick he 
menu and provide some background papers, but the end result is dictated by the 
Sopie who aS^Sre. And those who are in this room and the others who are not, 
did ^emselves proud. The response I have had from participants has been one of 
universal pleasure at the results. 

I would underscore that these are forums, and forums by definltibri are sett in^^^^ 
or even?" w "ere mdivtduals say what is on their mind, knowing tlxat the^ w.l be 
Hpppd bv others who perhaps have not heard-thOse points of view before. W_e intend 

fn Sr^^s of fiSl eaiities, the eyes of the other parties. The scholarly publishers 
havm^talked thing tSough, fell less concerned and more supportive. It never 
hurts to have the foundation world fully informed. 

T will skiD a summary of the discussion itself and simply note that the 
remik^bi^U vTf^at'th. participants we^ W^r^U^^^^^^ 
and constructively about the real issues related to turning the Ub^rari^ inio ao 
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" The Library ^" " THe Library " being the aggregation of the cburitry^s research 
libraries. It is critical for us to view, easy arid. proper as it is to focus on imrriedi.ate 
iristitutibrial concerns^ the well-being of all library service in this cbuhtry. The 
vvell-being bf scholarship and research is a fuhctibri of the health bf the library, and 
because "The Library" is changing rapidly^ careful attehtibri is important. 

In a sense, what we were dbihg is talking about the heeds arid requiremerits arid 
future bf the library, especially as they relate tb cbllectibri development and 
preservatibri. Despite the structured raridbrririess bf the discussibri^ the end result 
was great cbhesibri ambrig the people there about a fairly Ibrig list of Ihirigs that 
needed attentibn arid actibfl. Arid what I am gbirig tb do right ribw is simply go 
thrbugh these withbut gbirig iritb much detail^ sb that ybu know what was 
cbnsidered. We interid tb publish^ very quickly^ the sumriiary bf the Wirigspread 
meetirig last December with the list bf participarits, arid the backgrburid pape^^ that 
was prepared for Wye with a suriirilary bf the Wye discussibris^ agairi, with a list bf 
participarits arid agenda. We will make the publication available as rapidly as we 
can tb librarians, scholars, arid the university cbmmuriity gerierally. 



First, there was strong support for ACLS to go ahead with its piari to establish 
an office of scholarly communication. What is it? Briefly, a new A(?*LS component 
with the specific mission of representing scholarship, broadly defined, in efforts now 
under way to shape the future system of scholarly communication. If I could pick 
out one of the five or six things that are listed for the agenda of that office, is that 
it v^ill, for the first time, give the scholarly world a cohesive and forceful voiee in 
the set of_ discussions that are going now under way concerning t^he whole set of 
topics related to the application of technology to information systems and the 
future of electronic publishing. All of those activities affect scholarship, but the 
.scholarly world speaks with a diffused set of voices rather than a cohesive voice. 
Tfiis office, I Believe, will bring some focus so that the scholarly world can 
participate more effeetiveiy than it has in the discussions^, in which you are 
fortunately already able to participate, because of an organization like this. 

Second, we made much progress on the general subject of preservation, 
specifically the preservation of the millions of volumes of books now physically 
failing apart. This is what the discussion will be concentrated on. We have agreed 
that the iSouneil will help draft a national plan for preservation of this category of 
material for -review, refinement, and modification by ARL, by the scholarly 
community, by scholarly publishers. And in that draft, which I believe will be a 
fairly f5rief document, we are going tb talk specifically about the organizational and 
operational setting and methods, and about a financial plari desigri^ed tb address the 
problem. The group pulled the number five million volumes but of the air^we may 
be talking two or we may be talking ten. A financial plan will be awesome in its 
size, but I hope realistic in its apprbach thrbugh a five tb ten year period. 

We will talk briefly about the technical approach^ althbugh I arii riot gPirig tb 
spend much tirrie bn the technical aspects^ since I believe we rriust gb with the best 
technblbgy at any pbirit iri time arid shift the. techriblogy when iriiprbverrierits are 
available. We will cbrisider prbspects for establishirig a few regiprial ceriters arbUrid 
the cburitry tb assure niaximurri productivity at rhiriimum cost arid uniform high 
standards bf perfbrrhance. And rribst important, we are going to suggest a way in 
which the schblarly cbmmUriity arid the library cbmmuriity can work together to 
establish the basic principles that shbuld Underlie preservation activity in this 
areria. We will seek tb erilist a riumber of the scholarly disciplines in getting down 
tb details about priorities for material pertinent to their own discipline. Clearly, 
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this will be a seieetive program; we will be naive if we seek to preserve everything. 

We have asked the Associatidn of American Universities to dedic|te a portion 
of its spring meeting to the matter of libraries. It is time this.groUp of people paid 
°eriouf anention to some of the -funda mental issues relate^ ^ 
libraries-including economic aspects and the structure _of un,vers,ties^as >t ^em^es. 
to libraries-computing, and a number of the other activities that, taKen ogether, 
reflect the university's machinery to assure that information is^ accessible to its 
scholars on the one hand arid the product of its scholarship is, in fact, accessible to 
society. 

There was a superb, thoughtful, wide rarigirig discUssibri of the Center for 
Research Libraries simply because the Center for Research Libraries is^one of our 
assets Although it is hard to summarize the discussion because a wide range ot 
individual opinions Were expressed, the bottom line is that the Ceriter is, in fact, an 
important element iri the library of this structure oath's country. It is impe^^^ 
that ways be found to make certain the Center is linked closely and effectively to 
the large number of other-activities that are going Dn related to riatiOrial aspects of 



CRL and CLR where iransposiuon ui Lue «..»i»c.xo ..^t^t^v-.w - 
people I tend to focus ori initial reaction when these two topics come up. And that 
is 1 believe, where I had better stop because my reaction is it was^ a thoughtful, 
constructive discussion, and I hope that the people who were there, who have ties to 
all the organizations, will help carry that discussion forward. 

The Online Conspectus that ARb is working on now in conjunction with RLG 
and with a number of other libraries was judged to be of great im^portanee. One 
specific point, other than maintaining the ^timetable that has been set, is to beg.n_to 
think now about ways of putting that new tool to use-not only for libraries but for 
the scholarly community itself. 



Another point concerned ways to do away with excessive dependence _on the 
quantitative method of judging quality. The ^Pf^^^ ^'''^ .^l^^^^^^^'^^ 
service, and the real question for ARL, because that iS where it has to happen,_ is 
how can we begin to judge the periormaq^ce of libraries in ways other than "weighing 
them" every year. 

We are also going to form a committee on compensation. There are two very 
separate issues that are not as separate as they seem. - In ^a world wh^^^ 
interdependence is a fact, there will be more and more migration of people to books 
and migration of materials to people. What will be the machinery f^^^ 
compensation? And when you go to the ^^ght issue and co^^^ 
relationships, we come to compensation V"^^^ \ ^A"^,''^"^^^"'?^'^- 

Council is probably going to-and Deanna is going to have to take the^ lead on 
this-put together a committee on compensatLon, That committee will include 
scholars, librar 
very interestinf 

SlvS"the1^bi^i in Ih^^"ari;^that are going to be with us until we find those 
solutions. 

Another item: the library in the year 2000. Someone, somehow, js going to 
have to sit down and describe that library. An operations research professor once 
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talked to. nie. about the idealization process, where brie visualizes what is really the" 
ideal goal- You know full well you are_riever gbirig to get there, but the method at 
least helps you go tha| way instead of iri some other directibri. Arid that is, in a 
sense j what we need to do right now. We rieed tb specify, almbst defirie, the Hbrary 
of the yea^ 2000. 

Finally, and this is t)btH too fast arid tbb long, there are a riuriiber of research 
and researchable topics that vvere identified. As you know, Martin Cummings, who 
retired a few days ago as director of the National Library of Medicine^ is joining the 
Council staff as a consultant and will supervise ari econbmic seminar for us. We are 
going to make a number of studies tb bring together people cbncerned with all 
aspects of costs and funding of riot brily libraries but information services and 
systems broadly defined. There^are a number of topics that are clearly going to fall 
into that hopper, including rrio^^ling alterriate approaches to meeting user needs and 
the articulation of economic incentives through cooperative uridertakirig. 

There are many other topics, too. Organizational studies— what are the 
characteristics of organizations that are most effective in cbbperative eriterprises? 
What is the relationship between academic distinction on the brie hand arid library 
resources and library expenditures on the- other? Topics like that shbUld be a lot of 
fun. 

in the next three minutes, lam going to talk'about a completely different topic; 
i am finished with Wye. We, as you know, are and continue tb be intensely 
interested in the pro^BSsion of librarianship, in the process of professional education 
at all levels. We funded a number of projects. They all seem to be sound but vve do 
not believe we have yet found the right way to make fundamental change. 

.-^ j» 

We are about to create a program that is in jessence an invitation to 
universities, library schools, and research libraries to help strengthen education for 
careers in acadejnic and research librarianship.^We wiU be writing to the presidents 
and chief academic officers of the fifty AAU institutions, to every library that is a 
member of ARL, and^ to all of the library schools, or at least those with doctoral 
programs, and inviting participation in one or another of two programs. y 

\ First, we want to start a n^w research venture aimed at learning more than we 
r>o^ know about the profession itself. Second, we want to tap the resourres of 
universities as well as^ibraries and library schools to thjnk about new and possibly 
exciting ways to add to our capacity tq train research librarians for the jobs that are 
going to be available in the year 2080'. in a sense, J am^not too far away from the 
introduction of the (3ouneil*s annual report, which I mentioned earlier. We will 
probably make ten or fifteen very small grants to institutions who say they really • 
want to take, a hard look at bne apprbach or another towards improving professional 
educatibri. These planning grants will be $5,000. But, the proposals that come out 
bf_ that__f)rocess may becbme cbmpetitbrs for four to six grants in the 
$25,000'-$75,000 range^ tb actually bring into being the planned programs. 

VVe will prbbably also make a set of research grants, dependirig again bri the 
availability of fUrids arid the qUality_bf the proposals, fbr research bn specific 
topics. Here I am talkirig iri terms bf $10,000 tb $25,000. Arid let me very quickly 
give examples bf tbpics. The. dembgraphics of academic and research librarians, for 
example. What bririgs iridividuals to the prbfessibri? What keeps them in it? What 
factbrs determirie prbfessibnal progress? What are the characteristics of the most 
successful individuals? What is likely tb be the composition of library staffs in the 



roM rut"r= ■>==<is ot tl,e profession? What is the scope and quality of current 

rescurch? 

i-ct us also corisidei the possible projects that might come out of the program 
to en^Sndl profSonal education at any level. Let me give you thr^e or four- 
Sam pfeW ha S^^^^ in professional education are required to me^t.j^Wjected 
neeS? liere ^re Talking in terms of recruiting and of course contenX^IS there 

ny Poss b^ i% fhatCne institution might produce a ^P^f ^^ P-?--^- 'f„;^f^^: 
in a doctoral program in a subject discipline and create a minor field for ^those 

ndfvi^a rin ifb °arv service and information systems? It is not .nconceivable^to me 
t a^one institution might serve a group of institutions. For example, a number^of 
universUies in the Ivy League now allow doctoral students to take courses m the 
o^ ^r sd ool w thout^any real constraints in support of their own doctoral program 
hi there a special professional educational program that may be developed for 
sub ec speciaUs fih other areas? For example, a series of two or three gourds on 
^bltc poUcTi^sues affecting access to information, the economics of mformation, 
and so on. 

How institutions will respond to this and the approaches they might take, we 

,n^t nP^Hict We hope that some would consider joint ventures among two or 
cannot predict. We hope inat so^^^^ ^ existing teaching 

LnlveTslty world afid the profession to prepare itself for an exctmg future. 

, Will end with this, except to note ^^-°"',''L"^J>f^^„f§l{^t^ 

MWm^^m :-tS^i^Snis;;^hi^f ^im^ 

E^rL^SriSrSn^ ^ ^.^t^^f SesJj^ 1^ .^n. ^^Sy .^^ 
most exciting side of higher education today. 

XI H COVAN- Thank yoU Jim, Deanna, and Lee for that informative report It. 
is onli approprl^e Jh^t w| express some appreciation for what the Council is doing 
not onlv to solve the problems of research libraries, or attempt to do so, but also to 
make tL oufer woJ^^ research libraries aware of them. We are very much 

in your debt. 

Report o^4te^BL Executive Director 

iviR. (jOMA^: The next item of business is the Executive Director's report. 

' FPHEI'VIAN- I am goini to be very brief this afternoon. As has been 

Mb. bCHtbMAiN._ 1 rather full and complete written 



door; [The i-ixueutwo Director's Report is printed in Appendix B;] I would like to 
Just mention five or six items quickly and then ask if you have any questions; 

First is tlic ARL Microform Project. We are now operating, with funds from 
tiic Andrew VV. IVlelloh Foundation, a clearinghouse of information on the cataloging 
of microform sets. Information about this clearinghouse was sent out to all of your 
librai'ies approximately one or two months ago. There is no reason any longer why 
any library should begin to catalog a microform set without first contacting the 
clearinghouse to find out whether the work, has already been done, is now being 
done, whetlier tapes or cards are available for that set, or whether a cooperative 
project might be possible. 

Jeffrey Heynen, who has been coordinating the Microform Project continues to 
vvbrk bri that project and is operating the clearinghouse for us. He is an ARL 
oinplbyeG but not operating out of our office* His phone number, (202) 544-0291, has 
been listed at least once and probably more times in the ARL Newsletter . If you do 
not have it^ or your catalbgers caririot find it^ call the office and we will tell you 
how to cbritact Jeffrey. This is a definite improvement in tKe reduction of 
duplicatibri of effort in technical processing of microform sets, ^nd I urge you all to 
take advantage of it. 

In the area of telecbmmUhicatibhs^ you will remember from bur last report to 
you that we were urp-ed by the Board arid by ybu^ after the Membership Meeting in 
HDctober 1982^ to do sbrriethihg to bring research librarians up to snuff on policy 
issues in telecbmrnu.iicatibris and how we should respond to them. Working with the 
Atriericari Library Assbciatibh^ we have sent but a number of letters to other library 
and higher education brgahizatibhs asking if they would be interested in formirig a 
telecom miihicatibhs policy and infbrrhatibh cbalitibh. We have had a number of 
pbsitive responses and \A/ith Bbard approval, we hope to have that cbalitibh in place 
and to hire a consultant to give us some advice, set direction, and do some 
definitions for Us within the next few months. 



An example of how badly such a thing is needed: the American Tejephone and 
lelegraph Corporation has recently filed a new rate schedule with the Federal 
Conwnunications Commission. Their filing totaled approximately 184,000 pages. 
Embedded in those 184,000 pages were some proposed '/ates which would result in 
increases in cost for data transmission by libra r|es of at J^east 60% and in some cases 
more than a 120%. So, this is an issue, as Hugh AtI<inson so aptjy to he 
raised it a couple of meetings ago, that needs to be addressed and addressed quickly 
and expertly. 

There is a brief summary in my written report and there was a brjef article in 
the August issue of the ARL fJewsietter, about a group of documents called 
Uncontrolled Classified Nuclear information documents. 1 learned today that the 
National Commission on Libraries and Information Science is in the process of 
setting up a small meeting, either in November or December, with the person at the 
Department of Energy who is in charge of revision of those proposed regulations. I 
have asked day Lucker if he would represent the research libraries and their 
concerns at that meeting and he has agreed to do so. 



I want to take this opportunity to thank the four library directors who took the 
time to comment to me very thoughtfully about the report that came out last spring 
about future management and programs at the National Archives and Records 
Service and also to commend Herbert Finch, who is not a library director but who is 
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our representative to the Society of American Archivists. I had five very thouphtfu 
sols oHc^^ments from all of you and we were able to compile them into what I 
tiiink is a useful letter for the General Services Administrator. 

Proercss bri the National Collections Inventory Project proceeds apace. The 
Hoard has reviewed some points which were drafted, for their consideration and the 
stuff Will how proceed to have further discussions with the Research Libraries Group 
mi'd) staff and to try to put together., the first ^^-^^ °f,the_ legal a|reomer,l 
hetween ARL and RLC.I for the input of Conspectus data by non-RLG and ARL 
iiioriiber libraries. 

•Inc last item I would like to mention to ybU is that ARL [s about to lose one^bf 
its senior staff members. Carol Mandel will leave us on December 1 to go work for 
l-ehny Abell at the University of California at San Diego. Carol wiU^canJ^ 
however, as Project Director for the ARL IVIicrbfbrm Project and the CONSER A&I 
Pi'bject, and as a consultant for several other ARL programs. 

The only thing 1 would like to say at this time is when the ARL Board hired me, 
1 believe that neither they nor I had any idea what a risky venture we were all 
M, b rRing upon. And one of the risks that I think we ail thought we were embarking 
U bn but did not realize the depth and breadth of was the risk of educating a post-40 

ear Old person in the intricax^ies of the research library world in a short t^^me and 
a very effective way. And I would like to _take this opportunity to hank^not only 
(•arol but especially Carol and alsb the rest of the senior professiona s^taff at ARL 
fo the very^ vWy effective, beneficial, and friendly way in which they have 
en barked upon that education. I have a long .vay to go, but I am a lot farther than I 
would have been if Carol and the rest of the staff had not been there. I believe it is 
appropriate to thank them and tb wish Carol luck at UCSD. 



ARL President's Report 



MR (JOVAN: This is the President's Report, in case you are wondering, and it 
is oolnl to sound somewhat like an Oscar program, I am _afraid,.because really much 
of what • hPve to say is expressing thanks to various people. 

I want paticularly, before any time elapses ^^''^^^^' '^^f'^^^,^^^^ 
to Hldred and to Joe Rosenthal as well as to the participants, for wha I thc,"^ht was 
an excellent program. 1 thbught this morning's program was one of our better. 

YoD always hear the president at this point thank the staff but I, again, as^ 1 
snid flT Banff it is not an empty exercise. It is a very able group of people who 
work U-t^emely hird benefit and I want to thank Shirley, _Caro Duane, 

Nicola .^ex and the whole group there. 1 can tell ybS^Lx^ a year's fairly close 
^sociation, that they are the people who make this organization survive--and 1 am 
il^^SoCring how we are going to survive with Carol on the west coast. Carol, 
don't tot any of those stbrms wash you into the seal 

, want to thank the Executive Committee who have ^^en a help to mo, 

ri^PoH Smith nnd Pcnnv ^bell. it has been an unusual year with the ARL Plan, and 
we lave ^ad a lot oT hb^lUful work to do. Their experience and_ their prespective 
Ls been invaluabl?. And 1 believe, the plan aside, it has been a very good year, a 
year ot achilve^ and advancement. We have had two excellent programs and we 
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finve made ()ro}.';r(»ss on tlie collections inventory; on the ARL Micrdfdrni Project ahd 
tlic bibliog^raphic control of niicrol'orms, on the development of a performance 
Mieasuremcnt manual on the cQNSEH A&J Project for whicn; incidentally, we are 
indebted to tlie C^'ouncil on Library Resources, the National Endowment for the 
llunianitii > arid tlic Wilson Foundation for grants; We formed some very useful 
coalitions on tlie humanities issues arid bri the teiecornrnunications issue, as Shirley 
has just reported. And we liave had, 1 believe, a very useful year again, thanks to 
the (ieneral Electric foundation on the Public Services Program. 

We have done generally better on grants this year than we have at any time in 
recent years, arid I guess it is safe to say in our history, and that is a very gratifying 
hindmark to notice. VVe have moved forward and now with the plan, we have a clear 
agenda and a direction. As we said about this time last year, i hope that we will 
now change the cliaracter of the organization and make the Impact of this very 
ifi^>ortant body of people and their institutions felt in the national library world. 

It has been a year of transition and we are still going through that transition, 
ilfu-rc will be some more transition in the upcoming year, but 1 believe we are on the 
right course and the main thing now is to get on with the job. It has been a privilege 
serving you, and I guess that is all 1 have to say. 

Is there any other business? 



jVIR. CiOVAN: Well, then, in what will undoubtedly become khowh as the most 
constructive act of my presidency, I turn the gavel over to Eldred Smith. 

MR- SMn^II: It is my honor and privilege to be ak)le to say a few words about 
Jim and his presidency. And 1 am not going to say very much, because I truly 
believe that the record speaks for itself. Jim has guided us very effectively through 
one of the most complicated and, I believe, pivotal years in our history. He has 
concluded that year by graciously hosting a very fine conference arid into the 
bargain he has displayed for us a very elegant new library. He has done it all with 
considerable skill and as we saw earlier today, a great deal of grace under pressure. 

Jim, your talents are as many and varied as the repertoire of the Red Clay 
Ramblers and it has-been at least as great a pleasure to v^;ork with you as it was to 
listen to them I«st night. I know everyone will join with me in expressing our great 
pleasure at your presidency. 

i\ly only other act is to declare the meeting adjourned. 



Change of Officers 
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Authority Control 
and Its Place 



by Heririette D. Avram 



This paper discusses how uuthority 
controi is used and relates the need 
for authority control to various 
components in the present U.S. 

library environment. 



This paper Was prepared Origmaiiym a 
discussion paper for a special meeting of 
the Council on LihraryjResources (CLRj 
Bibliographic Services Dc^'^lopnient Fro- 
gram (BSDP), Program Commiuee. 

fienrieue f>\ Avram is Director for 
Processing Systems^ jyet\yorks and A uto- 
matioh Planning, The Library of Con- 
gress, WaMngton, D\C^ 




JOuring several meetings of the BSDP 
program cbrhmittee- over the past few 
years, a major topic ojdebate has been 
whether authority control is needed in 
automated systems in general, arid in 
the library rietwdrkirig environment in 
particular, and, if needed, at what com- 
ponent's) of the network. 

This paper addresses only those 
organizations of the evolving networks 
that have been given the maXor_emp_ha- 
sis in the discussions of the BSDP Pro- 
gram Committee, i.e., the Library of 
Congress (tCj, the Online CDmputer 
Library Center (OCLC), the Research 
Libraries Group (RLG), the Washing- 
ton Library Network (WtN), and their 
constituents. 

Basjc Concepts 

What is meant by authority con- 
trol? Authority control is a process for 
insuring cbrisistcricy of headings in a 
library catalog and consists of the fol- 
lowing elements: 



I. distinguishing names — intellectual 
formulation of the correct form of 
name following precedent arid/ or 
standard riiles; 

2: showing reiutionships — intellectual 
formulation of related names (variarit 
forriis, earlier or later names, parent 
bodies, etc.); 

3. documenting decisions — documenta- 
tion of this iriforrriatiori via the Crea- 
tion of an authority record (thereby 



assisting subsequerit users of the sariie 
heading in determining relationship 
and identifying headings on biblio- 
graphic records). 



What does a "'standard'' aathority 
record contain? An authority record 
gives the eslablished fbrrii of the head- 
ing, variations from the established form 
of the heading, related estabJished head- 
irigs, arid i ri forma tibri justify i rig the se- 
lected form and^providing further iden- 
tification in some cases. 

What is a catalog? A catalog is a file 
bf bibliographic records that describe 
and identify the items they represent. It 
has the following characteristics: 

L All headings are distinct from ail 
_ other headings; 

2. relatibriships betweeri distirict head- 
ings and between multiple forms of 
the heading are indicated; 

3. records for bibliographic items arc 
ribt duplicated; 

4: the file is organized through a par- 
ticular arrangement of thle file itself or 
through iridexes to the file. 



How are these characteristics 
achieved an the catalog? These char- 
acteristics are achieved by^stablishmg a 
unique form for each name and subject 
term (hereafte^r. referred to as an "eslab- 
lished fbrrii bf head i rig'' br "established 
heading") and a cross reference s^ruc- 
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iiiiL\ i.e., aiitiioiity cohtrol. \\\ L'siiiH- 
lisiiiiig Headings aiid t"*>iist' i»^tiug c ross 
rctcrciiccs, it becomes possible to lind 
all of the works pcttirierit to that head- 
ing i egardless pt whether ail of the items 
arc listed uiidei one form or several 
ielated torms. in addition/it is possible 
to distinguish between tW(V7)ersohs or 
agencies with the same naitic. The use of 
established headings and a cross refer- 
ence structure also assi> ,s in the posting 
of locations for.a single title to that title 
in a iiiuoh catalog. 

NVhat Is the purpose of the library 
catalog? The catalog exists to provide 
ajcess to the bibliographic items the 
rec*iu ds describe, fnr access to the phys- 
ical Items, a locatiiHi device specjfying 
where the item residesjs provided. 

Access to bibliographic items or to 
the catalog itself is needed to satisfy a 
variety of requirements of the public 
and library staff. These needs include 
searching for a unique item, searching 
for a category of material (e.g.» all the 
works of one author, all the editions of a 
work, all rriaterial on a subject), search- 
ing for a unique bibiiographic record, 
searching for a category of records (e.g., 
all the records of brie author, all the 
records of the editions of a work, all 
records containing a particular subject 
term). In each instance, access is via the 
catalog, ending iri one case with physi- 
cal items and in other cases with biblio- 
graphic records. 

Docs the form of the cataU ? (e.g., 
card, book, or machine-rcadable) affect 
the purpose of the cataloR? The catalog 
serves the purposes given above regard- 
less of the form: The machine-i eadablc 
catalog, however, offers additional access 
pot practical (indeed almost impossible) 
in card or book form catalogs. Although 
there are limits due to the costs of pro- 
cessing and storage of the machine- 
readable records, the flexibility of the 
rilachinc-readable catalog has greater 
potential than the book or card form 
catalog in .satisfying the purposes' of the 
- catalog. 

Pre.scnt Situatibriand Near Term 
Frbjcctidns 

My views on this topic are dis- 
cussed in "Network . Level Decisions: 
Basis and Key Issues" giveriat^ the 198 I 
University of Pitts^burgh conference.' 
These views are briefly summarized 
beiow' and. in some cases, additional 
infoimatibh has been added. 



Library of Cbniiress i-C rriairitalris 
a catalog arid is the iargest single pro;- 
diiecr of bibliographic data. A very 
complete author ity record i.s created for 
aji headings iri bibliographic records. 
These authbnty records show distinct 
forms, ail reiationships, and informa- 
tion to assist the work of yatalbgers 
requiring the sariie he?idmg. There is no 
duplication of records for the same bib- 
liographic item; . . 

LC.wili never take ori all the func- 
tions of a bibliographic utility, 
using its online system to provide serv- 
ices for large numbers of libraries. It 
does, however, support resource shar- 
irig arid has rriade and will continue. to 
make cooperative arrangements with 
selected libraries. Contributed data is 
amalgamated iritb the LC files, the 
headings are integrated into LC'sauthor- 
ity system, and the recoids are made 
available through the MARC Distribu- 
tion Service. 

Bibliographic Utilities dCLC is the 
largest utility, is nationwide in scope, 
and serves all types of libraries. Us data- 
base is accessible iji an arranged order 
arid there isa fairamount of consistency 
in forrns of name. This is achieved 
through the inclusibri of LC*s biblio- 
graphic arid riame authority files and 
through the emphasis placed by member 
libraries on .establishirig hcadirigs con- 
sistent with LC headings. There is, how- 
ever, considerable duplication of bib- 
liographic records (perhaps as high as 
.19 per^-cnt as noted iri a recent article'). 
The functions OCLC performs most 
satisfactorily are interUbrary loari arid 
shared cataloging. The authority con- 
trol part of catalbgirig is performed b 
its member lirraries against their local 
catalogs using OCLC as a data resource 
foi ihc desired record arid Uslrig the 
DCIC recorc modification facility to 
adjust the record to be compatible with 
the local catalog. . 

The Research Libraries Informa- 
tion Network (RUIN) is the biblio- 
graphic utility of Ri-G, It is nationwide 
in scope and principally serves research 
libraries, its riiembership is smaller than 
that of OCLC: RLIN is dedicated to 
building a union data base for sharing 
resources arid riiaintajriirig access to 
iridividual member catalogs. RLIN does 
rot at the present time have an author- 
ity control rnechanism. Cbrisistericy in 
the data is achieved, as at OCtC, through 
access to LCdata and user dedication to 
consistency with LC practice. RLIN is 



preseritiy involved in the design and 
impleriientatibn of an authority cbritrbl 
syste.rn. 

WLN is a utility that is regional in 
scope and serves all types of libraries. 
Like RLiN, its_ni_cmbership is sriialler 
thari that bf OCLC. It also maintains a . 
Union catalog for resource sharing and 
provides access to individual mcrribisr 
catalogs. WLN hasariautbrriated author- 
ity cbritrbl system that assures consis- 
tency of heading forms and provides 
relationship information. The WLN sys- 
tem does ribt suppbrt the recording of 
additional information that assists the 
work of cataiogers requiring the same 
heading. The techriical sblutibri to 
authbrity cbritrbl for RLIN and WLN 
could be more difficult than that for LC 
if RLIN and WLN chose to suppbrt dif- 
ferent autlibrity files fbr their different 

rriejnbers. 

There is a grooving tendency toward 

decentralization. T his is due tb the real- 
izatibn that, (I) certain functions, such 
as acquisitions, serial check-in, circula- 
tion, and collection developmerit, can 
be more efrectively iriiplorrleritcd in re- 
gibrial, state, or local environments, and 
(2) the present technology (i.e., mini and 
micro computer systems) bffers pbtcn- 
tial advaritages arid cost effectiveness. 

The utilities, as data resources of 
contributed cataloging recbrds, cbuld 
certainly be linked tb regibrial, state, or 
local systems where specific services 
would be provided to the membership 
(or individual libraries) bf that regi^onal, 
state, or local syste m. Figure I schemat- 
ically represents the discussion in this 
section. 

Rationale for Authbrity Control 

Di.scb veri ng br creating distinct 
forms bf headings, showing relation- 
ships betWv'en headings, and documerit- 
ing inform-uion about the distinct forrn 
in a separate record^re resource-using 
activities. If the premise is correct that 
library users desire individual iteriis, 
particular works, br partjculat; versions 
bf wbrks,arid that they may approach a 
catalog with a citation that may take 
many form^-then the activity bf identi- 
fying distirict fbrnis arid showing rela- 
tiori.ships must be carried bi^t at some 
point by someone or some t hi rig. Cases 
can be made for the catalbger to do the 
wbrk, the e rid user to do the work, or the 
machine to do it. . . 

Today we principally pl^ce that 
burden OP the librarjari— the cataloger: 
The efficiency of this arrangement is 
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that, rather than each user having to 
Individ tialiy establish the relationship 
(or fail to do so and not obtain_mate- 
rial). the cataloger does it once. This is 
obviously preferable to leaving author- 
ity work to the users, if we shift author- 
ity control work to tha users. One cata- 
loger^s task becbir;:s the task of many 
users, each one duplicating the effort 
over and over again: Note that the 
machine can certainly giyc assistance to 
the cataloger in establishing aUt^hdrity 
control, as Is well illustrated by the 
sophisticated Author Index Manufac- 
turing System (AIMS) at Chemical Ab- 
stracts Service. 

Whether or not the machine can 
actually be a substitute for authority 
control has already been clearly docu- 
mented by Malinconico. 

Uniess a machine readable data base 
has a coherent uriderlyirig brgariiza- 
tion. sophisticated retrieval can only 
ensure access to individual items — 
computerized access, although eribr- 
mbiisly powerful, is by its mechanical 



nature extremely literal; It cannot 
create associations that arc not explic- 
itly present in a data base; it deals only 
with ideas represented in written form. 
To a computer all terms are meaning- 
less combinations of meaningless char- 
acters. It cannot discover rclatibrishlps. 
fbr example, between: Nefwii /?pv?j 
and Neruda, Pablo: Jose Rivera 
and Jose Eustasio Rivera: Narcotics 
arid Opiates: Horse arid Horses: or 
Airplanes and Aeropianes. . All a 
computercan do is permit one to enter 
particular^arts of a systeriiatic brgari- 
izatibri bf irifbrniation: it cannot create 
that organization.^ 

Searching techniques using words 
arid/or terms in bibliographic records 
are powerful additions to the traditional 
access arid are sbriieliriies clairiied t^o 
replace It. Again, if data are inconsistent 
and relationships are noiexplicitly indi- 
cated, such retrieval will only be effec- 
tive by charice, as demonstrated by the 
examples in the above quotation and in 
Appendix A. If, in an automated sys- 



tem, bibliographic and authority files 
are linked, changes to and validation of 
headings cari riibre easily take place. 
However, authority control is indepen- 
dent of this linkage and can be imple- 
riieriled without it. This pbirit is fre- 
quently misunderstood. 

The catalog, be it of an iridividual 
library or a Union catalog of many 
libraries, is used for a variety of func- 
tions: user access, cataloging, interli- 
brary Ibari, circulalibri, acquisitibris, etc. 
It has already been established that user 
access and cataloging are both sup- 
ported by authority control. The other 
f li^ri c t i b ri s ria rii ed a r e d i r e ct 1 y d ep en^ en t 
on the catalog; thus authority control 
assists them also, especially iriterlibrary 
Ibari arid acquisitibris. 

Interlibrary loan is best supported 
if locations are affixed to one record for 
a desired item. With a large number bf 
repbrtirig iristitutibris, everi if all Ibca- 
dons are not reported to the same 
record (because the data file has dupli- 
cate records under various headirigs) 



EKLC 



the Jduiria! of Academic Librariahship. January 1984 



the negative ci feet is less Ori the (Uher 
hand, it a Hie has urily a few libraries 
reporting; posting locations to ditferetu 
records for the same title would have a 
riiore significant inipact. 

i he acquisition process takes var- 
iousiy formed , bibliographic citations 
and compares therri against library hold- 
ings to identify whether the items are 
already held by the library in some 
forni. Failure to make matches can 
result iii costly duplication ir purchas- 
ing iteiiis; 

For circulation, the item itself is 
originally identified through the catalog, 
the circulation record being cslablishci 
once the item has been identified. Thus, 
altht)Ugh the circulat.on file per sc does 
riot require aiithoriiy control (as further 
■access to its records is usually by book 
number), each record in that file was 
ge.ierited from the ^ittalog which did 
require authority control to identify the 

I he above indicates that the use- 
fulness of authority control extends to 
many of the functions carried out in a 
library, primarily because of the ccritral- 
ity of the biblibgraphic record and its 
organi/cd placement in the catalog. It 
does not matter at what level of a net- 
work the activity takes place—iridividual, 
iristitiJtibri, consortium, utility, etc: — 
the assistance provided by authority 
control remains. Arc there legitirriate 
distirictibris that can be made regarding 
the degree of control required at the 
different levels? (Degrees of control 
here means imposing brie or more of the 
elements of authority control gi^en in 
the previous section, ''What is meant by 
authority control?"). 

Before we had bibliographic utili- 
ties, the National Union Catalog (NUC) 
essentially served to support inter library 
loan and shared catalbging at the 
riatibrial IcyeL This "printed utility" is 
similar to the present bibliographic util- 
ities In that contributions cbrrie rrbrn 
riiariy sources; however, LC's Catalog 
Management and Publication Division 
staff imposrs consistency and a degree 
of authority cbntrbl bri the records, h 
i istiriguishes names, shows relationships, 
and d()cumcnts these decisions with a 
br!ef_form of authority rccbrd/ 

Today, the "hlghesr' levci ot the 
network hierarchy woEnci be RLIN, WLN, 
bct.C. and LC and of th jse four, Rl.IN, 
WLN, and LC all have br plan to have 
authbrity control; thus they can be 
expected to provide authority support 
at least comparable to that provided by 



the NUC. . 

Like the NUC, OCLC has records 
cbritriHuted from many sources. How- 
ever, the effort to bring consistency to 
that data is left to the iridividual librar- 
ies arid there are very few checks or 
requirements in tne procedural and auto- 
mated systems to ensure coritrdl. But 
dCLC users, becaUse of their need for 
cbrisistericy in their own catalogs, do try 
to impose some distinct name corLsis- 
tency on the OCLC data; thus the OCLC 
data base has sortie characteristics of a 
catalog. Note that facilities for showing 
and documenting relationships are not 
provided for that database. 

What are the costs of this very 
limited authority control? Larry Auld 
points out in his survey article that^vs ith 
the availability of NUC data, libraries 
came to depend more and more on out- 
side record s_ourccs for derived author- 
ity control.^ This was riatural. It appears 
that savings to libraries results from 
authority work being done at the high- 
est level in a hierarchy. For example. If 
authbrity wbrk were carried out at 
OCLC, all of the menriber libraries would 
share the effort and results. If iristead, a 
computerized regibrial center connected 
tb OCLC, such as SOLINET, supports 
authority work, then, fewer libraries 
share the effort arid results. If the regional 
rietwbrk does not offer authority facili- 
ties, then the individual libraries of the 
region must carry out the work. Firialjy, 
if the individual library fails to suppor^ 
authority work, the burden shifts to the 
library patrons. 

Authbrity cbritrbl is costly no mat- 
ter what levc[of the hierarchy: Thercare 
economies m having it at the highest 
level so that less wbrk is dUplicatcd--- 
ihere are added costs to imposing it on 
larger databases (albeit that is where it is 
the most useful) and on databases that 
have grbwri large without it. 

eohclusibh 

S o m c d egree b f a U t h b r i t y c b ri t r 0 1 is 
required fbr the tnajority of library 
operations and it can be imposed any- 
where in the network configuratibri br 
hierarchical structure^ It follows that 
the w'ork of imposing authority control 
can be perfarmed once at a level of the 
network configuratibn at which many insti- 
tutibris arc shaj;ing ; he data, or the work 
can be performed hy the many institu- 
tions themselves. The decisibn as tb 
which way tb gb should be based on 
ecbribmics and we oughi to reserve our 
energies for this analysis and stop ques- 



Itoning the validity_6fauthbi:ity cbritrbl. 
It afDpears that BSDP cbUld consider 
twb pbsslblc investigations: 

j ; Measure thccbsts of irriposirig authbr- 
ity cbritrbl at the bibliographic atijity 
ievel vs. the costs of carrying it out at 
lower levels In the network cbrifig- 
uratibn; ^. 

2. Investigate the relative cost benefits 
of different degrees of authority con- 
trol applied at different levels bf the 
network. 



The first possibility appears extremely 
difficult to carry out. However, it might 
be appropriate for BS DP to commission 
a consultant to consider both these 
recornmendations and report tb the 
Program Cbrrirriittee pribr tb any further 
wbrk.^ 
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V'ariation in a name or form of panic may arise from many 
caliscv Soiric of ihcsc arc giver, below as cxatnplcs. 

i . i'ersunui nunies 

(a) variant spcllirii;s of a name: 

i);jnie Ahghieri: I^anCe Alaghicrl: Dante Allcghicri: 
Panie Aliighieri 

ShaRcspeare, SMakespcar, Shakspearc. Shaksperc 
Vergilius, Virgilius 

(b) diiTereni rotnani/alions of a name originally not written in 
the rbriiah seript: 

Cechov. Cechov. Cecof, Cecov. Cchov, Cekof. Cckoff. 
Cekov. Cekovv. Chehbv. Chekhov, Tchchov. Tchckhof, 
IchekMbff. l e'lekh Jv. Tchekhbw. Tchekbff. Tchekov, 
rsciiecholi. i Swheehowf 

Pbiiehkin. I'lnichkine. Pouschkin. PuschRin. PuscRin. 
PushkiTi. Puskin. Pilskinf 

(c) diUcrenl phonetic'transeripiioris. that is. difrcrent 

coin ersiiuis bfa name brlginally written in the rbrriah script 
into a non-rornan script. t 

(d) Ditfereni linguistic fbrnis: 
Caoar. CaAar. Cesar. Ccsare 

Nicolas Copernic. Niccolo Copernico. Nicolaus Copernicus 
Mikbiaj Kbperhik. Nikblads KbpcrhikUs 
Francesco. F'rancis, Frarcisco, F'ranciscus. Francois. Franz 
Horner. Honiere. Homero. Homerus. Onicro 

(e) use of the compiete and incomplete forms: 

B o i i ea u . Bo i lea u- Dcs p rca u x 
Dante. Dante Alighiefi 
G.M.. Gactano Me!/.i 

Lope dc Vega. Lope Felix de Vega Carpio 
Saey. Silvcslre do .Sacy 

(f) change of status: 

Behjamih Disraeli, who bccsme Earl of Bacbhsfield 

Lily von Krctschman, who became Lily von Gizychi. then 

Lily Braun 

Enea Silvio I'iccblbmini. whb becarhc Pope Pius II 

(g) arbitrary or legal change of name or form of name: 
Paiil Botlichcr. who bccartie Paul dc Lagarde 
Eniilc .Salomom Wilhelm Her^og, who became 
Andre Maurois 



(h j use of pseudonyms, pickriarries. clandestine names assumed 
for certain political activities or other assurricd names, 
generic appellations: etc:: 

Lewis Carrpn. pseudonym of Charles Lutvyldge Dbdgsbn 
Eiri Deutscher. appellation used by Julius Langbchh 
Le Sage de rHydrophonie: appellation ased by 
Jacques Dcstrc'es 

Nifcblaus Leriau. pselidbnyrri of Nikblaus Nicmbsch 
Vbn Strchlcnau 

Stendhal, pseudonym of Henri Beyle 
Tinibrettb. nickname of Jacbpb Rbbusti 
Tito, assumed riariie of Jbsip Brbz 

(ij use of the title of another work: 

auteur de Rogue et hOir, for Stendhal (pselidohyrh of 
Henrie Beylej 

author bf Waverly. for Walter Scott 
2. Corporate names 

(a) variant spellings bfa name: 

Central-Anstalt fur Metcorologie und Erdinagnetismus 
Zentralanstalt fur Mcteoroiogie und Erdmagnctisumus 

(b) different linguistic forms: 

Canadian Library Assbciaiiori 
Association canadicnne des bibliotheques 

(c) use bf shorter names br of official names: 

Biblioteca Vaticana: BibJioteca apostolica Vaiicana 
Musce du Louvre, Musce natjonaj du Louvre 
Stanford University, Leland Stanford Junior University 

(d) change of name or form of name: 

Gebgraphlsche G^lellschaft. Wieri 
Osterreichische geographische Gesellschaft. 



*_ This appendix is taken from the annoiatcd edition of the Statement of 
Principles adoptcd at the Iniernational Conference on Cataloging 
Principles. Paris. October 1961. 

? TKe Cyriiiicexarripies have been omitted due to the limitations of the 
typesetting equipment. 
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APPENDIX A-2 



Slimrtiary of Responses to 
ARL Questionnaire on Accepting 
Cataloging Copy 



(Note: The ARL Office' plans to prepare a fuller report on the 
questiorihaire responses.) 



i: U3ntiMbution of Cataloging Copy 4o-Stemd Data Bases. 

1. t>>ata bases to which ARL members contribute. 

Of 2 RL's UB member libraries (not counting the Library of Congress): 
f) do not enter any catalog records into a shared data base; 
75 enter some or all cataloging only into OCLC; 



5 enter some or all catalog records into both OCLC and RLIN (some by 
tape loading, some online); 

1 9 enter some or all cataloging only into RLIN; 

7 enter some or all cataloging into UTLAS; 

2 enter cataloging into DOBIS; 

1 enters catalog records into both OCLC and WLN; 
1 enters cataloging into WLN only. . 
2. Extent of contribution by size of library. 

a All of ARL^s 17 largest university libraries (i.e. those with ARL Library 
Index scores greater than +1.DD) enter cataloging into at least one shared 
date base. 

b Of the 72 ^'average" ARL university libraries (i.e. those with index scores 
between -1.00 and +1.00), 69 contribute records to a shared data base and 

3 do not. 

c Of the 12 smallest ARL libraries (Le. those w^th index scores below 
-1.00), 10 contribute records to a shared data base and 2 do not. 
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1. Are nlddificatibhs made to !.C copy? 

or \ W ARl. libraries rGspbhclihg to the questibhhriire: 

58 (53 'AO usually use LC ^Vdpy without mbdificatibh; 

^8 (44%) usually make some standard mbdificatibhs; 

3 (3%) find LC copy available for less than 50% bf their catalbgihg. 

(These 3 libraries— i.e. CRL, NALj NLM—are so specialized that 
their responses are not included in this summaries \A/hich follow.) 



2. Acceptance of LC copy according to data base meinbership. 



Use LC copy as is 
iViodify LC copy 



OCLC 

users 

(N=70) 

53% (37) 
47% (33) 



RLIN 
users 
(N=22) 

64% (14) 
3(5% (8) 



UTLAS 

users 

(N=7) 

43% (3) 
5796 (4) 



3. Acceptance of bC copy according to size of iihi-ary. 



Use LC copy as is 
iViodify be copy 



Index 
hSO + 
(N=17) 

41% (7) 
59% (le) 



Index 
-1.00 - 1.00 
(N=69) 

55% (38) 
45% (31) 



Index 
-1,00 - 
(N=12) 

7596 (9) 
25% (3) 



4. Nature of modifications. 

Libraries were asked to characterize the nature of their standard changes to LC 
copy. Their responses can be roughly summarized as follows: 



Modification 

1. Chpnges tb class br shelf numbers 

2. Changes tb fbrrri br tracing decisibh fbr series 

3. Changing access pbihts tb AACR 2 form 

4. Changing access pbihts fbr bther reasbhs 

5. Other 



No. bf libraries 
38 
25 
17 
18 
22 
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Use of Other Libra !-4eg^::alal6giriK Copy . 

Libraries were asked whether they accepted any other jibraries' copy on the^same bg| 
«SThey used LC copy. While most libraries were able, to answer "yes'^or "no," many fej 

the 
hbh- 

accSt 'soT^other copy oHce some additional checking was done. These ^^^^^ ^ 
characterized as "No, but ..." Technically, any, variation in routine from that used to 
l.C copy should have led to a "No" response. 

1. Number of respondents accepting some other libraries' copy on same basis as L< 
copy (N = 10f5). 

Y*Gs 36% (38) 

Yes, but 34% (36) 

No, but 9% (10) 

No 21% (22) 



2. Acceptance 



of other libraries' copy according to data base participation. 





OCLC 

users 

(N=7C)) 


RLIN 
users 
(N=22) 


UTLAS 
users 
(N=7) 


Yes 

-Yes, but 
No> but 
Wo 


29% (20) 
31% (22) 
14% (10) 
26% (18) 


5(3% (11) 
50% : (11) 

D 

0 


72% (5) 
14% (l) 
14% (1) 
0 


Acceptance of other libraries' copy according to size of hbrary. 






Index 
1.00 + 
(N=17) 


Index 
-l.OD = 1.00 

(N=69) ^ 


Index 

-i.od - 

(N=12)- 


Yes 

Yes, but ■ 
No, but 
No 


47% (8) 
35% (6) 
'6% (1) 
12% (2) 


33% (23) 
; 30% (21) 
12% (8) 
25% (17) 


33% (4) 
4296 (5) 
8% (1) 
17% (2) 



Number of libraries from which copy is acce 

Sixty-eight AKL libraries were able to provide estimates of the number of oth 
libraries from which they accepted copy: 

Number of libraries Number of 

from which copy libraries 
is accepted respondin g 

1^3 ' 1 296 (8) 

4_14 15% (10) 

15-30 19% (13) 

31_44 3% (2) 

45 or more ' 51 % (35) 
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f). Nunibi'.; of libraries 
pHrtjcipittion. 



from which copy is 



acceptud according to data base 



Number of libraries No, % dCLC No, % RhIN No, % UTLAS _ 

- iVoin vviiicii copy is . • libs, responding libs, responding libs, responding 
accepted : (N=:37) (N = 2i) (N=6) 



i-3 . 8% (3) 596 (1) 1 7% H) 

4-14 • ' '5% (2) 24% (5) 33% (2) 

15-30 • 8% (3) 43% (9) 17% (1) 

31-44 5% (25 28% (B) 0 

45 or more 73% (27) . 0 33% (2) 



lJotorn) inuig vv hether C'ataloging Copy is Acceptable . 

1. Approaches to selecting acceptable copy. 

ARL libraries reported two general approaches to determining whether other 
libraries' copy could be used. The first apprbach is by type of record. Libraries 
review each record to see whether it_ meets specified standards, e,g. the presence 
of certain fields, the presence of ah LC class number. The second approach is by 
source of record. Libraries will decide to accept copy from a specified group or 
list of libraries. 

2. Use of lists of sources for acceptable copy. 

19 libraries rioted that they had developed a list of specific libraries frbrri 
which copy is accepted. 

35 libraries rioted that copy was accepted from all or most members of 
• specifiied groups of libraries (e.g. consortium or special project 
participarits). 

2 libraries rioted the use of a list of libraries from which copy was not 
accepted. 

3 libraries noted they had tried to create a list of acceptable sources, 
but had found the task too problematic. 

J. Use of consortium members copy. 



16 OCLC participants noted that they accepted copy from all or most 
dCLC libraries. 

10 OCLC participants noted they accepted copy from selected OCLC 
libraries. 

8 RLG m^embers noted they , accepted copy from all or most RLG 
members, 

5 HLG members noted they accepted copy from selected RLG members. 
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Accepting MoPG Nbn-LC Catalogin^X^ ; 

1. Do ARL libraries see any prospects for accepting copy from more libraries in the 
future? 

Of tfie 98 libraries responding to this question: 

42 (43%) respbriUed yes; 
28 (z:i^) responded maybe; 
28 (29%) responded hb. 

2. Hxpcctations for accepting more copy according to data base memberships. 



Yes expect rhore 
Maybe expect more 
Do not expect more 



OCLC 


RbIN 




UTLAS 


users 


users 




users 


(N=63) 


(N=203 


i 


(N=7) 


40% (25) 


40% 


(8) 


57% (4) 


27% (17) 


40% 


(8) 


29% (2) 


33% (21) 


20% 


(4) 


14% (1) 



3. Expectations fbr accepting more copy aeeordinfi: to size of library. 



Index 
1:0_0 + 
(N=1B) 



Index _ 
-LOO - l.UO 
(N=63) 



Yes expect more 
i\iaybe expect more 
Do hbt expect more 



38% 
31% 
31% 



(6) 
(5) 
(5) 



49% 
29% 
22% 



(31) 
(18) 
(14) 



Index 
-KOO - 
(N=ll) 

18% 

27% 
55% 



(2) 
(3) 
(6) 



Reasons given by libraries for expecting to accept more cataloging in the future. 



Reason 



Number of 

l4toajiies Commenting 



Improved quality of records 

Advent of new system (BetN, MELVYL, on-line user catalog, ^ 
OCLC "enchance" implementation, on-line authority control, etc.) 
ubeal I r^licy change increasing the number of acceptable records 
;ldre lihr iries contributing records to data base 
.iO cr ^citing or revising list or acceptable libraries 
:\-;"c\>r-; to another/other data.base(s) 
i^v^reased number of records in data base 
Mian to join eonsortiunn 
Irp.proved authority work 



21 

14 
13 
11 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
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f). Kcasons ^ivcn tiy libraries for not expecting to accept more cataloging copy in the 
Future: . 



Nuri"ibcr of 

Keaso h Libraries Commenting 

equality is improving, but too many mbdlf icatibris are still required 9 

J.C and consortium cataloging qualitv has declined 8 

Already accept records from any consortium member 7 

Hxpect little change in quality of records 6 

Studies show no consistent quality apart from LC 3 

AAC\i2 makes it difficult to identify consistently high^uality i^ecdrds 2 

r\lready accept as much as is practical . 2 

Limited access to records 1 

Not tliat many acceptable records are available anyway 1 
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Executive Director's Report 
Activities arid Status Report: Apni-September 1983 



?\Rh i'iari PrbR'i-ess 

The ARL staff tnd Executive Committee have cbritiriued to work bn_ refining 
the Five-Year Plan of Action. Suggestions made by members at the .May 1983 
vioeting and adopted by the Board of Directors at its May 6 meeting have been 
incorporated and a revised Plan of Action was distributed as pari of the materials 
mailed to all members on September 21. A financial plan for 1984 was developed 
lor fonsidaration hv the Board and membership during the October meeting. 



The Executive Committee reviowed the structure of IHc Association at its 
muetiiiK on ?2 and Jecided that, while comr ittees alre_ady in existence can 

undertake u signifie«t . portion of the tasks outlin--d in the Plan of Action, some 
auemc- cation and adjustment is needed for optimum implementation of the s^x 
oi icctiv.s. T];roe new task forces have been formed, as outlined in President 
Govan'^ ■■nou.o to directors of ARL libraries that accompanied the distribution of 
the '."ive-Year and 198'' Operating Plans (September 21, 1983). 

ARL H nimittce an^fask force chairmen will meet as a group with the Board of 
Directors on October 18 to explore the relationship Of committees and the Board to 
the Plan of Action, to examine areas of responsibility, and to coordinate the work of 
the Association's elected and appointed leadership groups. 

Staff Clianges 

Carol Mandel, Associate Executive Director since May 1979 will leave ARL at 
th^ pnd of November to join the staff of the University of California, San Diego as 
Assistant University Librarian for Access Services. UC-San Diego and ARL have 
worked out an arrangement whereby Ms. Mandel will continue to work for ARL a 
few days u month as manager of two major grant-funded activities-the Microform 
and CONSER A&I Projects. She will 'also continue to assist on the National 
Collections Inventory Project. 

Olga iiabib, ARL's bookkeeper and business manager for the last ten years, will 
retire in December. * 

Two key staff vacancies in an office of 6 1/2 people must needs result in sOme 
dislocation, at least for a Short period. ;iowever, preliminary steps have already 
been taken to fill Mie vacancies. 



Micr-bfbrTri Project 

work on the ARL Microiorm Project continues apace _ under the able 
coordination of Jeffrey iieynen. A grant from the Mellon Foundation will enabl^e 
ARL to operate the- Microform Catalot^ing Clearinghouse through September 1 984. 
A detailed report on this activity appeared in the August 1983 issue of the 
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NowsIctUu^ . Ilic Nllll-ruruJud prescM'vation rnicrofilming program of tlie Project is 
also progressing satisfactorily in gathering information aboat the status of 
preservation microfilming activities in ARh Hbraries and developing mechanisms for 
ini(>r-oviiig tlie effectiveness of these activities. As a step toward the aehieverrierit 
of tills program's objective, the Project's Advisory eomrhittee has reebmmehded tlie 
preparation of a guide to preservation micrbfilmihg. This tool is needed by libraries 
currently engaged in filming as weii as tlibse embarking bri new programs br 
conti*acting out for filming services. A funding prbposal has been submitted to the 
Nleiioii Foundation, If funds are forthcoming, the guide will be prepared by Jeffrey 
iipynen and fsiancy (Jwinn, with the assistance of other preservation experts. 

rONSi'ik A 5:1 ('overage Project 

''ilia fUixrud, formerly of MlNrrHX, has been appointed Manager ■ 
( C) K AAl (.^overage Project, and w''^ begin work on November 1. Hie project, 
whi^'ii will be based at the National Serials Data Program at LC, will add abstracting 
and indexing coverage information to serials in the CONSER data base. 
Approximately one-tliird of the money needed to include as_ many abstracting 
services as originally outlined is still to be found. The search for additional funds 
will continue; in the meantime, work on a solid core list of 50,000 unique serial 
titles will commence. 



National Collections Inventory Project 

As reported at the May meetirigj the Council on Library Resources agreed to 
fund Phase 1 of the ARL National Collections Inventory Project (the development cf 
tccliriical arid process i.anuals to be used by libraries in completing the Online 
Cbhspectus). A proposal to pilot-test these tools and training aids at the University 
of Notre Dairie and Indiana and Purdue Universities has been suDmitted to the Lilly 
Fbundatibri. ^I'he Indiana libraries will also develop methodolcgies and^structures for 
cbbf)erative decisibn-making in collection development— methodologies which we 
[ibpe will be applicable in other groups of ARL libraries. We expect to hear from 
the Lilly Pbundatioii about funding soon. ARL and RLG staff have Pi'cpared a l|st of 
points to be covered by a formal agreement between the two organizations to 
provide for th.e entry of information from any A PL library into the Online 
(i'bnspectus database. These points will be consider.^- i by the ARL Board at its 
October meeting. 



Scholarly c;ommunication 

The ACLS CcmmJttee on Scfiolariy Communication has enthusiastically 
accepted a report recommendii)g tlie establishment of an Office of Scholarly 
Communication within ACLS, Funding for the first five year*s activities is 
currently being sought. ARL, through ^ts participation in the ACLS Committee bri 
Sclioitirly Communication, has strongly supported th-. establishment of the Office, 
and luis made a commitment to cooperate closely with the wdilc of the new Office. 



Research Libi'ary Career Brochure 

Tlie recruitment brbchui^e developed by the Task Force ori Library Edlicatibri 
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has b^en uubiisiied and 3,000 copies have been vyidely distributed; We continue to 
reeeivG many requests for copies, arid. hope that ARL libraries will use the brochure 
in encouraging talented iiidividuals to join bur profession; 



Hj^ UK^ammiiniceitibiis (.:6alitibri 

A number of organizatinhs have responded i"qv6rably to an trivitatibri frbrri ARL 
aitci Al.A to join in a cbalitidn that will hire an expert consultant to monitor 
developments affeccing library d<ita transmission: OCbe, RLG, the Medical_ Library 
Association, EDUCOiVl, arid several of the regional library networks are among 
these In a parallel developmerit, several of the higher education associations 
including AAU, NACUBO, AC'^ and NASULGC have decided to confer about how 
teteeommunications-related irsues of national policy should be approached, and will 
|)l!in to coordinate their efforts with those of ARL/AbA. 



II HA Title 11-C 

Bespite another attempt by the Administration to eliminate furidirig. Title II-C 
j.as survived the Congressional appropriations process, and is again fund- d at $6 
million for FY 19^4. Rep-esentatives and Senators ali'ce contim-c to support 
strongly appropriations for this program. 

The iiifher Education Act is due for reauthorization in 1985| the D-c.artment of 
Fducation held hearings during the summer preparatory to presenting ief';3rtir,untai 
proposals to CongresL< iri 1984. Despite the fact that Title Il-C was noticeably 
niissin-- in the Department's of ficiid notification of hearings in the Federal i^^B^ex, 
tl^e ARL legislative network again demon-.trated its effei:tiveness. Direcio/o or 
other -epresentatives of member libraries presented testirnony iri person at esoh f 
the hearings, and a number also sent written comments for the record, as did the 
•\RL Office. "^RL efforts in this regard were coordinated with the ALA Washington 
pffiee and "with the Association of Library and Infbrriiatidri Science Educators 
(ALISE, formerly AALS), in order to insure that Titles A, B, and C ull received 
atldntidn at the hearings. 

The House Post- secondary Education Subcb-nmittee has also begun to gather 
information for reauthorization. In order to aid the Subcommittee in its work, the 
ARL Office surveyed member libraries tb ascertain how the membership felt about 
the effectiveness of this prograv. and what level of funding should be recommended 
for the reauthorization bill. Nearly B2% of U-S. ARL iibraries responded to the 
questionnaire; only two respondents expressed the opinion that Title H-C should not 
be reauttiorized. ARL members by^and-large believe that Il-C should be funded_at 
between $10 and $15 million dollars aririUally; -arid respondents jdentilied 
approximately $45 to $60 million dollars worth of projects in their libraries that 
could 'and should be accomplished if funding were available. A RL staff is working 
clo~^ely with the House Subcommittee staff on the reauthorization draft. On the 
Senate side. Senator Stafford has indicated that his committee will not begin 
consideration of HEA reauthorizatibri pr-bpbsals uritil next year, 

National Enxlow[nent for the Humanities 

NEH appropriations for fiscal 1984 were set by the Cbnferdriee Coirmittee on 
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Scpteinber 2y ut $i4ij rniliioii, an increase of 7.6% over FY 1983. The Research 
Programs Division, of wliich Research Resources is. a part, received $ 1 8.4 million for 
the coming year, compared to $1H.55 million for FY »83. The exact distribution *^s£i^ 
the approved amount among the various sections of the Division is not yet known: 

Work lias already begun bh the idehtif icatibh of issues* to be brought befc5)re the 
appropriatmns subcommittees during funding hearings for FY 198G, which will begin 
in Marcli of 1984. Hie National llurriahities Alliance will be workmg with y\Rl. to 
significantly increase tlie amounts devoted tr preservation of library materials i)V 
the Fndowmcnt. 



(^opyrigiit 

in July, the ARL Office distributed to all members a package of materi^als on 
copyright-related issues, including two briefing papers prepared by legal counsel; 
these arc addressed to faculty arid academic administrators, and to librarians and 
archivists. As a result of articles announcing the availability of the papers in 
Hducation Daily , the Chrdhicle of Hig her Educatio n , and L-ibrary Journal , the Office 
Ims already received more than 300 requests for the papers. Approximately 40% of 
these requests are from deans, depart me;! -h&lrs, presidents or chancellors; 20% 
are from teaching faculty; and the rest are from a diverse group of interested 
requestors, including scholarly publishers, university legal officers, school district 
administratbrSj state attorneys-general, and librarians- 

'Fhe National Association of College and University Business Officers 
(NACUBO) will feature the AKL briefing papers in a forthcoming issue of its 
newsletter, \A/hich goes to more than a thousand academic administrators, and will 
distribute copies to its readers on request. 



Unclassiried (Contro lled Nuc leaj^informatton (UCN I) 

i;)u;-:ng July, August, and September, the Departi^ nt of Energy held several 
[leai ings on proposed regulations to bring under strict security control a large group 
of unclassified federal documents relat : ^ to nuclear (or atomic energy) 
information. The regulations as proposed would severely limit access to this 
information, much of which has been accessible to the public for years in depoL-tory 
and other library collections. The August 1983 ARL Newsletter reported on this 
matter. 



Jean Ilargrave, of the New York State. Library, presented testimony on behalf 
of ^RL at^^the hearings held in Washington. Several other ARL directors 
ccllaboraied'on their university's testimony. The proposed regulation^ were seen 
generally by testifiers to be broadly deleterious to academic research and to 
inL'jllectual freedom. 



U^ii ,t. i! Ar chives and Records Service (N ARS) 

In response to rpquest from the Administrator of the General Services 
Administration, ARL provided obrhmehts on the report of flfn internai NARS task 
force that ex-mined th.e Archive^s pHorities, programs,^nd management structure. 
VVhiir supporting a majority of the recommendations made by the task iorce to 
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iinprove NAKS prognuns^ and functions, ARL^s cbrrimerits expressed the. cbrivictjbri 
that basic, long-term improvernent at the Archives w]ll best be ensured by. granting 
independent status to the agency, in this bpiriiori, ARL is in. ar^eerrierit. with. all. of 
the scholarly societies that commented bn the repbrt, arid vvith a rriajbrity of other 
respondents whose comments we have seeri. 



(^OU( 



The Association has concluded a fruitful six mbnths of worR^ in which all of the 
rolo> urliculated for ARL during his presidericy by LeMbyrie Aridersori have been 
actively in play; As a forum, we addressed bur organizational gbals and objectives 
meaningfully during the Banff meeting. We continued tb operate several programs 
of importance to research libraries and to the. academic cbrnrnunityi iricludihg the 
various programs of the Office of Management Studies. We acted as liaison to other 
educational and library organizations in the areas bf_ scholarly communications, 
copyright, telecornmunications policy, standards for biblibgraphic control, etc. We 
coordinated cooperative work in several areas, and we_ have acted as ah advocate for 
research libraries vxhttJx various^ of the federal gbverrirrierit. In addition, the 

Association's secretar^t performed the ongoing tasks assigned to it: gathe 
ARL's statistics for our annual publications; publishing the issues of the Newslettei^ 
and Minutes of the May _ Membership Meeting; providing educational and 
developmental opportunities for staff merribers of ARL libraries; helping member 
institutions to assess themselves and tb plan irriprbverriehts in their management and 
operations; managing the Associatibri's financial income and outflow; supporting the 
work of the Board and the Assbciatibh's committees; and responding to innumerable 
requests for infoririation about research libraries fram the press, the public, and 
other segments of the library community. 
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COUNCIL ON LIBRARY RESOURCES 



BIBLIOGRAPHIC SERVICE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

Report to the 
Association of Research Libraries 
Chapel Hill, North Caroliria 



This repbr* is organized accbrdihg to the rriaior program areas of BSDP. If 
there are questions about any point in the report^ please do hot hesitate to contact 
C. Lee Jones at the Council. 



STANDARDS AND GUIDES 

One of the prdblems associated with all bibliographic records has been the 
lack of a standard way to record detailed holdings information. The University of 
Florida and nine other research libraries in the southeast had been working on the 
problem arid trying to develop a detailed holding standard recom^mendat ion. In order 
to expose their work to the broadest possible community, a special meeting was 
funded by CLR through the University of Florida, The final report of that meeting 
led to yet another meeting to resolve: the diffej'ences between the proposed detailed 
aiid existing summary holdings standards. Information received from Z39, the 
sponsor of the second meeting, suggests that the problems were resolved and that 
we may soon have a detailed holdings standard that is compatible with the summary 
standard. 

2. The Council provided $50^000 to the Associaton of American Publisher! 
(AAP) to help fund the d'^velopment of a standard for coding manuscripts in 
electronic form* Clearly, the publishing community would like to receive 
machine-readable manuscripts complete with *=itandard codes so that the editorial 
and other services that need to be performed (including peer review) can be 
accomplished without rekeying the manuscript. The standard is intended to be 
independent of any specific hardwr'rs and to require rnininial author coding. Library 
benefits include capturing author generated subject descriptors,: University 
computirig activities may also find the standard to be a means for linking varidUs 
computing and word-proeessihg systemi:.. If certain bibliographic information can be 
captured from the original ma luscript !.: 2ystrokes, the basic catalb<yihg effort may 
be reduced arid the prospects for improved subject searching in onllpe catalogs 
improved. Dean Robert Hayes, UCLA, serves on the Prv^j^ct Mahag whent Team 
representing tlie library anc' university cbmput;hg interests. The first phase of the 
study has been completed and work on the second h iS begun. Aspen Systems is the 
contractor doing the actual woi'k. 



3 'i'he Linked Systeihs Project (LSPj, involving the Library of Congress^ the 
t\ ashing tof"i liibrary Network, aiid the Research Libraries Group, has completed a 
review of the AppHcatibri Level Protbcbl developed by Jim Aagaard at Northwestern 
University; This fM-otocol is the top layer of the seven layer telecommunications 
convontipn that is critical to the success of the linked systems concept. 



AC(::HSS TO BlBLlOGHAPlllC DATA 

1. The full impact of OCLC's decision to copyright their database has not yet 
tDeen fully understood. In efforts to understand the impact, the BSDP Program 
C^ominittec has held several discussions on the topic. The issue will continue to 
receive attention until it is clear what the copyrighting means for such nationally 
Important databases a's CONSER and the newspaper subset of CONSER. 

2 The Council has awarded a small grant to the Research Libraries Group to 
help plan .or the integration of the machine-readable data files (M RDF) into the 
KLIN database. Once these resources can be recorded in the RLIN database, access 
to machine-readable data file ;c30urces can be shared throughout the RLG network 
and; in time, with any linked system. The strategies used for the integration will be 
available to other database managers. 

A consultant has completed a contract to summarize the current status of 
state=bascd bibliographic services. This issue has been raised by the leaders of the 
sharecJ cataloging services and identified as a possible duplication of effort and 
services already available to the states. A draft of the report was discusscn at the 
last Newtork Advisory Comn^ittee meeting and several deficiencies were pointed 
out /Additional work has been done on the paper and it has been sent to the 
members of N2\t: in preparation for another discussion session at the next meeting. 

4 Prbf-ssor Rosenberg of the University of Michigan has been working pn a 
software package that will allow individuals to locate bibliographic records on the 
large shared cataloging services, to capture required citations, develop a database 
and reformat the data into standard footnote and reference formats. Much ol the.. 
work -'s now complete and is being marketed as two separate packages, each costing 
$230 per copy. The product should help make large databases more useful to the 
i.iuividiial seeking to capture information required for research writing. 

~5 With the maturing of computing and telecommunications as they u^e applied 
in libraries, it is .sobering to realize that the basic bibliographic rec'rd and^^ it? 
eleiiients were selected when the parameters for design were embodied m the _3 x5 
catalog card. Very little ha.s been done to alter or change the nature of t^he 
information collected on any given item being added to the collection. It is probably 
time for some basic thought on the fundamental requirements for the identiticaUon 
of information and how these requirements might be met m the machine 
environment of the I990'y and beyond. A y suggestions on how to approach this 
topic will be much appreciated. 



6 Two consultants are at work assessing the extent of retrospecti_ve conversion 
activities; The question to be answered is, "Is there a need f-r a national stra^tegy 
for retrospective conversion?" A final document is expected before the end ot tl.e 



year. 



7; Fians are ribw underway for a conference focused on Bibliographic Services 
f^nd User Needs. The object is to review advances in bibliographic services over the 
coarse of the last five years arid to help plari what should happeri in the next two or 
tlirec; 

hlNKLlD BiRLlDURAPlirC DATABASES 



1. Tlie Stanaard Network Interconnect ion (SNl) suo-prbject of the LSP 
continues to make sigriificant progress in creating the technical links between the 
systems of the three participants. Eight major reports have been received during 
tiie last six months. These represent a watershed of all the background work that 
has been going oi. at all three sites. Testing of various parts of the link and 
telecommunication protocol layers is proceeding at a brisk clip. The revised 
sciiedulc for cbmpletiori of the telecorrimunicatidn infrastructure for the LSP calls 
for final testing before the end of 1983. 

2. Recent discussions have been held with a number of organizations 
concerning the exteiision of the LSP protocol link to other systems. Once the linker 
now under development is uccessfully tested, it will be useful to extend the 
technique to other possibly smaller systems. 

3. The prospects for a successful link |j3r the purpose of axchan^^^^ 
infbrrriation become brighter with each passing LSP milestone. In ariticipation of 
that success, a small grant has been made to each LSP participant to explore the 
requirements for exchanging other types of information c\/r^r the jink. Initial 
planning reports have already been received. OCLC has been named a monitor to 
this project. 

NAME AUTI-iORrrY STRUCTURE 

I. The Authorities Implementation of the LSP is scheduled to attempt the 
exchange of authority data over the link beginning in early 1984. Because of 
difficulty recruiting required staff to WLN, that organization may test its 
capabilities slightly later in the year. -In preparation for the test, the major 
Detailed Design report has been completed and submitted to the Council. 

2; The final craft of the Requirements for a Name Authority File Service has 
been completed and is onderg:oing final review before release. 

SUBJECT ^UTHOKil Y STRUCTURE AND SUBJECT ACCESS 

1, Professor Chan of the University of KpntUcky School of Library Science was 
awarded a grant to produce a secbric editibn of her book, LC Subject Headings. The 
first edition is now badly out of date aijd is stUl used heavily in cataloging 
department and various teaching erivirbrirrients. 

2. As more and more institutibris begin wor'cing with bibliographic files Jor 
puolie access, the use of the LC oubject headings in mahcine-readable form becomes 
more pervasive. InformaVlDn flp'-ving from the bnline catalog studies suggest that 
enhanced subject access is wh9.t most u?<;vrs wish were more available. In the past 
bC has not released the maci.irie-readable subject headings file at preciictabie 
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intervals: Many in the field would like to see quarteriy updates, but LC has 
discovered that it does not have the resources for such frequent updates. However, 
after discussions with many peopl:, LC has agreed to release an updated version of 
I tie L<' subject headings file in inachirie-readable form annually. 

3: In spite of the indications from many online catalog studies that one of the 
prime concerns on the part of library users is subject access, there have been few 
proposals received at the Council to explore new ways to enhance subject accf^ss in 
online catalogs. The only area under active consideration at this time is one to test 
the utility of thei Dewey Decimal Classification scheme as a subject access 
enhancement, VVe would like to see many proposals in this area. 



1. ChH staff continue to monitor the progress and problems of the CGNSER 
datHbase. There is little progress in solving the RLG CONSER members 
update/change access problem. CLR staff continue to assise the NEH newspaper 
proi'^jct in terms of organization arid assurance of oontjnuity^ There have beop 
disccissions with the National. Agriculture Library on how to bring that organizatiGn 
back into the CGNSER fold. The maintenance and expansion of the CONSER 
database is critical to the provision of high quality information service to all library 
users. 

2. As indicated in the last report to ARL directors, a meeting of research 
library directors and brilirie catalog designers was convened at Wye, Maryland in 
December 1982. The proceedings of that meeting have now been completed arid, 
with the summaries of all of the fjnal reports of the online catalog studies as 
appendix material, have been published by the CounciL It is available from the 
e:ouncil for $10.00 perpaid. 

.. 

lUBLlOGRAPHlG PRODUCTS AND SERVICES 

1, . A project funded at Rutgers to plan a database for recording 
mahcine-readable texts in the humanities has been completed Some problems of 
acquiring sufficient descriptive information on databases were ideritified. Tlie key 
elemeht'iri this project w^-s the enthusiasm that contributors had for it. This bodes 
well for the successful accumulation of a useful database lor scholars in the 
humanities. 

2. All of the final repoi'ts of the ^nli^,e catalog. study have b^eri received and 
though there has been much analysis ui the collected data^, there is stiJ inuf'h that 
can be learned from a more thorough analysis. Joe Matthews arid Associates have 
been awarded a contract to do this in-depUi anHlysis with the ao-istance of Gary 
Lawrence of the University of Calitornia.. A final report is due by the end of the 
year and is expected to mcludf^ heretofore unreccgriizod iriformalinn about the 
const ruction of the next generation of online catalog systems. 

3 The results of the o;iline catalog studies cbritiriue to receive wide attention. 
A morning long presentation of the implicatibris of the studiei^ appeared as an 
ALA/L\MA program during the Los Angeles meeting. At that session it was 
aririounced that three of the principal investigators had collBborated^on a book about 
the study atsJ its results. It has been published by Neal Schuman who is also 



publishing Uie paper's presented at the Lbs Angeles se^'-'op- 

4. FbllbNA/ihg the LITA . rrieetir^; in BaitirhoT' ; than .3.0 online catalog 

svs .crii dcsig:riers iriet under the aU.^vices bf the rJ?:"^'"-' j discuss eight issues relative 
to bhiing eatalbg design. Eight of the por^^i-Jip '^nik presented . papers intended , to 
chalierige tlle group and they did; .iiscUs'vibi^s vvere lively arid productive. Brian 
Avehey is the eidtbr bf the prbceedii?c^s which will be made available as sbbri as 
possible- 



(^OST CONTROL 

I. As one of the discussion documents for the Wye meeting, alluded to above, 
Joe iViatthevvs and CJary Lawrence produced a draft document on Costs and Features 
on Online Catalogs. The first draft formed the basis for enthusiastic discussion 
>tniong the participants. Those comments were then used in an extensive rewrite on 
the paper, a process involving Charles Miller. The document has been completed 
and will be published in the January issue of Information Technology and Libraries 
with reprints available from CLR. 

USER GUIDANCE AND INFORMATION 

!• Northwestern University has been funded to prepare a procedure for 
analyzing the effectiveness on^ online catalog training strategies usmg transaetion 
log analysis to evaluate user performance. A major problem facijig every library 
installing j^n online catalog is how to train users of that catalog and h^w to be sure 
that the training is effective. This project may shed some light on both issues. Poth 
Washington University and the University of Wisconsin are participating in the 

•.project vvithout CLfi support. 

\ 

*: 2. The last report to ARL noted that a meeting had been held in San A^if t'^^v^ v ^ 
35 people charged with t-'ie training of online catalog users. The proceedioiVs <j( tii^t 
n^ieeting have been prepared by Marsha McCiintock of Ohio State and have been 
published by the Council. At a prepaid $10.00 it is a bargain at i^vice the price. 
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FOR DISTRIBUTION TO \Rl MEMBERSHIP : 



I 



/ 



Status- of QMS. Projects 
June - September 1983 

to complete by June 198^'^: 

Seven research arants w.re awarded , to .member J ibrartes these projects 

weri started during the summer. Topics covered include. 



University of Arizona 
Cornell University 

University of 11 1 i noi s'/Urbana 

Michigan State University 
New York University 

Pennsylvania State University 
Texas ASM Uni versi Ly 



Developing li brary instruction _. 
programs in a scientific discipline 

Identi fying appropriate 1 i brary 
services for agriculture 
researchers 

Assessing the needs of _"i nv i si ble" 
users; those using the. 1 i brary 
via computers outside the library 

Identifying and analyzing non-lasers 

Assessing users effecti veness 
with an online' catalog 

Comparative analysis of four types 
of user instructions for an online 
catalog 

The librarian's rnle with end-user 
: use of commercial data bases 



.. Si 

o 

ERIC 



Plans for the second year of the grant include a staff change, Pat 
Swanson, the project cddrd'i hatdr whd.was on leave from, the University -of 
Chicago, is returning to Chicago as. Assistant University Librari.arr for 
Sciences. Her responsibilitieswill be divided among several. OMS staff 
wi th Jane_ Rosenberg coord ina ting the research projects . Pat has agireed to 
con ti nae helping the Off ice by consul ting ^on the sel f -study projects 
.already ^tarted^ Pjans havealsq been made for a panel presentation at 
'the May ACRI. conference on the results of the Public Services Self-Studies. 

The Eugeh e and A gn es G . Meyer Foundat j-an _Snin-t: A final report on this ■ 
study of Gooperati've Co. lection Seve lopmentamong the six! ibr^ries of the 
Washington , _D.C, area consortium is bei'ng prepared. Reports on the four 
library Cohecticn Analysis Project studies are somewhat delayed but 
should be available by the end of the year. 

"^he Pj^eservation Planning Program Resource Nbtebpok . Pi ssem ^J^at i on Grant : 
A final performance report wal submitted to. the_National Endowment, for. the 
Humanities on July 15, as of June, half of the 500 printed copies has been 
distributed to libraries. 

Con^u-lt 4iat d raining P r-ogjc^ : The following 22 librarians were se'lected to 
participate in the final cfass of the Consultant Training Program: 



Mary J. Cronin, Assistant Director for Public Services, Marquette 
University 

Allan d, Dyson, University tibrarian. University of California, Santa Cruz 

Bela Foltin, Head, Fine Arts & Media Departments, University of Georgia 

Alan_E. Hagyard, Associ ate . tibrary Systems Ana 1 yst ,, Yale University 

Clifford H. Haka^. Information Librarian, Michigan .State University 

01 ive.C, James , Chief Loan, Division, Library of Congress 

Gail .A^ K.ennedy, Head of Acquisitions, ..University, of. K.entucky 

Cavid F. Kohl, Assistant Director for Undergraduate Libraries, University 

'llihois at Urbaha-Charnpaign 
o ..1 Kupersmith, Assistant for Public Services Progranis^ University 
iexas at Austin 

Patricia McClung, Senior Program Associate, Research Libraries Group, Inc. 
James R. Martin, Assistant Director for Public Services, Florida State 
University 

Phyllis S- Mirsky, Assistant University Librar^jan, Sciences, University of 
California, San Diego 

Julie B. Nye, Consultant, Bahama, f^orth Carolina. 

Lance D. Query, Director, Library Research S Analysis, Northwestern 
Uni versity 

John D. Racine, Acting Assistant Director for Technical Services, 
University of Missouri, Columbia 

Ahrie Reul and , Irif ormat i on _Serv ice Librarian, Variderbilt University 
Jeanne Richardson, Head of Science Libraries, University of Kansas 
Beth J. Shapiro, Assistant Director for Readers' Services, Michigan State. 
Uni vers ity • 

Pat Sjlvernail, Assistant University Librarian for Public Services, 
UnWersity of dregon 

Barbara von Wahlde, Associate Director for Technical Services, University 
of Mich igah 

Patricia B. Yocum, Head S Senior Associate Librarian Natural, Science, 
Museums & Biological Station b.ibrari.es. University of Michigan 
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rticipanf: completed a two^week Consultatian Skills Wprkshbp at.the end 
.Inrl^^pr Wnich included consulting assignments at the UniversUy of 
M..rylanl- Georqeto-vn University, Catholic University.nbrary of 
cj'ii'-"-,^ 'k'rials Records Division ,ind the National Agricultural Library. 

S.- :^c.de^- hibr.rv ^roaram. Studies.: .Jollection ^ -'f ^ |, g^^J^^^^^e 
1T;TT^:^7TT- v'Tni'oTD'fIT~"Color:iao ind Ho'Jiton. Finjl ALP reports wtre . 
prep^^?. ;5 AMzona! Michigan and T.lsa. Other ALP Studies are continuing 
Syracuse and Sacramento: 

V Th. Svst-ns and ^rocedu^ £xchanae_Ce^ '''J inpfl iKrl"^ 

IWT,WrlTa?T^rTu\^rPTe-ri7ers/;<its on the_ topics of (June) L brary 
Materials Cost Studies; (duly/August) Online Catalogs; (September) 
Su i Iding Renovation. 

A .^urvpy of all ARL members on Branch Libraries was. conducted , «ith 98^^ 
rotM^n IS of October 1. An On-Demand Survey on arch i ves__was sent to all 
Duolic universities at the request of the University of Massachusetts, 
expanded SPEC index was produced and distributed to all liaisons. 

:oitrce Notebook on Staf lJto^ei o omen L was published and distributed 



An 



The R 

in June. 



the OMS Advisory Committee at the ARL meeting, 
registered and the Institute has been postponed. 

The Management Skills Inst i tute Jcheduled for August in Ann" Arbor was 
cancelled due to low registration. 
-- r ^ 1- ^ rr.c^^^^^P^ vm<; nr^nared and locations identified. 

y^-^oallliV «Pf°"™"='? the Na?ion,l Conections Inventory 

^t^l as ncI°derdl»elopL„Lof a .anual and training 

'ueHais to assist libraries in implementing ^^^^ f ^ '^.f, f ^ o,ve 
---f,oj.ne=tions.^^..d^^ 

^--ejUranrt^-Sr^Srl^^tn^e-Xnir^Herr -Has Peen 

prepared and subn-.i t ted . 
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. I n ^ t i t u t _(:nxi _L_]i ).ri xry d u c . 1 1 ars^ : Tin s proposal rnquests $175.: 907 over n 
c nr ee • • ye a r ~pe rTod to design~and operate a series of annual three-we-ik 
Institutes to enrich library educators' uriderstandi ng of research library 
issues 3nd needs; The institute will involve t'wd weeks of. workshops and a 
one-week field exparieriee in a major research library. Librarians, 
university administrators ^nd . leading speci al ists from hbh^library fields 
will join a select group of library educators in studying the forces that 
-charac t.}r i and i nf 1 uence . the current and future state of. research 
1 i br ar ies , . . The .resu 1 1 will be a strengthened mutual Understanding of 
research libraries! requirements from library education. The initial 
resDonse from the Council is one. of internist in further developing the 
ideas presented. 

10.. E X D 1 d r atory Lett er on the Fu tur e of the Ac ad e mic L i b car-y:_to:Lac am : A 
funLii ng and cev^. Idpment strategy for aavancmg the Academic Li brary 
Prograjn's self-study resources was submitted to CLR nd Mellon 
Foundations. At the heart of this approach is the c^: ign and testing of a 
self-study for technical services in research librai . 



D.E: Webster 
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AU-riw4i)AN(;K AT 103ND M BH IlSl 1 IP lU HKIM N ( ; 
(MLMM:^!; Hlhi:, NOlrlli CAROLINA 

Oriohcv U)-2(), 1983 



L'hivM'sily of AU^.baipn Libn;»'ies 
I ). Kayo ( iiipcri 

VUivei dty oi: All'..» :r ' ii)rHry 
!-oler Free. ^ 

bii.vL'rsity of Arizor.a I.ibrary 
VV. David Laird 

Ari/u!ia St Jnlversity Library 
Donald kiSgs 

l^jsiuti Public Library 
Not Kcpreser?!'^- 1 

Boston Liuvers'ty Library 
John Laucus 

Hrlirhani oung University Library 
Sterling J. Albrecht 

University oi' British Columbia Library 
iNot Represented 



Brown University Library 
ivlerrily B. Tayior 

University of California, BerRu.ey Library 
Joseph Rosenthal 

University of CahTorn^a, Da^ is L'brarv 
\Vq, :\i\''6 Kreissniah 

University of California.. Irvine Library 
(*alvin Beyer 

Un:7^rsuy of California, Los Angelt:-. Library 
Russell ShanR 

Uriiveisity of California, Riverside Liorary 
Joi n Clia.nbers 

University of Califoi'hia, San Diego Library 
Miinoent D. Abell 



University of California, Santa l^art)ara Library 
Margaret Deacon 

Canada Irist. for Scientific & TeohnicRl info. 
Eliner V. Smith 

Case Western Reserve University Libraries 
Ann Drain 

Center for Research Libraries 
Donald B; Simpson 

University of Chicago Library 
Martin D. Rankle 

Uni' r rsity of Cincinnati Libraries 

Charles Osburn r 

University of Colorado Library 
Clyde Walton 

Colorado StHte University Library 
Le Moyne VV. Ahdersdh 

Commoia University Libraries 
Patricia Battin 

Univc:..ity of CdrnecticUt Library 
John P. McDonald 

Cornell Universit^^ Libraries 
Rybu:"» .'i. Ross 

Dartmouth College Libraries 
largaret A. G-.td 

University of Delaware Libiary 
Sysan Bryi'toj^on 

Duke University Libraries 
Llvin StrdWd 

L m c ^y U n i vc rs i t y I , ibra ry 
Herbert F. Johnson 



l;riivi.M;sitv of I'l.orinii 1 I'icis 
l{. Max Willovh^; 

i loriUa St-'ilc Uiiivoi's;* , Library 
( 'fiarios i*.. MilR 

i i(M>r':t'luwfi UiiiviM-sity l>i[>rary 
Not .HeprcsonUul 

rriiversily ol* (ieor^ia Libraries 
1 )avi(l I' . hislioi) 

iieor^ia. iristittite of" ' cchnblo^y 
I loU^rl ( Mtrbn 

I'Mivorsily of (iuelpfi Library 
Mar^^'arel Meek marl 

Har'varcl IJriivors ly Lli : ?r v 
Not K(^i)rcs(Mite(l 

L'riiversily of Hawaii I i*)rarv 
-John f{. liaak 

; fjivorsity of Houston i.ibrari*:^s 
Kobifi i )owpcs 



■ Hv UruvcTsity Libraries 
L ^rvT'th Wilson 



t'niversity of Illin ois Library 
1 high ( ;\l:k tnson 

India ria Universitv I.ibraries 
I'.lainc 1'. Sloan 



L-ni^crsttv of Iowa Libraries 
Dale yi. Bentz 



Iowa >tate Univei'sity Library 
\\ an cn B. Kufin 

Johri TYcrar Library 

William S. Budington 

.joli/is ^loOi^.a.s univer'^ity Library 
Susan K. Martin 

University of Kansas Library 
James Ranz 

University o' Kentucky Libraries 
Pai-' A. Willis 
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Kent S t a te . U h i ve I'si t y I . ibi'a r i es 
Not Keprcsentcfl 

Library c f rbhj^ress 

Williahi J. Welsh 



Liruia Hail Library 

Larry X, Besaht 

LdUisiaha State University Literary 
Ciebrge (iuidryi 



Mc( iill University Libra rv 
iVlariahhe Scott 

McMaster University Library 
(iraham R, Ilill 

University of Mahitdba Libraries 
f'.arl Ferp:uson 

'JiYr ersity of Marylari<i Libr ir;.' 
H. Joanne llarrar 



University of Massach U-; Librar.'os 
Riciiard J; ThIdo^ 

:\lassaehusetts inst^tut'^ of Tecnnoloii^'y f:ibra^Mes 
Ja^ K, Lucker 

University c" iviiami Library 
Frai'j: W'^^ /ers 

University ol Michigan Library 
Ri'jhard M. iJouglierty 

Mie!ii.-''an State University Library 
R ohard Chapin 

Univeriity of Minnesota Libraries 
Eldred Smith 

University -^f Missouri Library 
Thomas H\ Shaughnessy 

National Agricultural Library 
Joseph H. Howard 

National Library of Canada 
Not Represented 

National Library of M(^dic/^ 
Kent A. Smith 
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Uii;versity ul" Nc!i)rask:. -IJncolh Libraiies 
Not Reprcse.ntcd 

Ni*wtHM-ry I:it)rary 

Nut [U'prnsont(M : 

Uiiivcrsity of New ■irxico Lihrary 
I'Hui V'assall(^ 

Now York Public' ..ibrary 
jiavitl M irn 

New York Si • ..ibrary 
Peter ilson 

N(*w York University Libraries 
Not Keprescnted 

I [Hversity of North Carolina Libraries 
Jain ?s F. ( lovah 

Nortii Carolina State University 
i.'l". Littleton 

Not • liwestern University Libraries 
John P. McCibwari 



UniversiU' of Nwtrc Darne Libraries 
Lobcrt i\ S\\Ucr 

Oliio Stiite University Libraries 
VViHiain J. Stucl.';r 

University of Oklahoiria Library 
ii. l^ee 



(ikl;0iOiU:^ ^Uatr^ University Library 
llDSv-oe RolIso 

Univvrsity of Ovcv'^n Library 
' iobri^e W. :jiiipinan 

liiiversity of i^ennsylvania Lit raries 
I-: ieiiarfl I )e ( ^ennaro 

l»i'!;hsyl"ania Stat* University Lidimpv 
St [-'ortfi 

Univers ly of Piltsburjh I orari'js 
:\rnc U oods . tl 



i'rineetbn Uiv.versitj L \';ry 
UbriaUi Koe[)p 
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Purdue University Library 
doseph M. Daghese 

Qucen*s University Libra 7 
iVlargot B. MeBurhey 

Rice Uruversity Library 
Saiiuiel r:arringtbn 

' ^'^iv'/rsity of .Rbehester Libraries 
James F. Vv'yatt 

. t u t gors U h i ve rs i ty L ibrary 
Shirley Bbliles 

University bf Saskatchewan Library 
Nancy A. Brown 

SinitL.7bnian Institution Libraries 
Robert iVlalc-y 

University of South Carolina Library 
Kenlicth E. Toornbs 

University ' f Southern California Librarv 
Not Rcpresenl^id 

S-::\th*\'n Illinois University Library 
Keiinelli C Peterson 



St ^ 'ford Unive»'Sity Libra'^ies 
-fames N. fviyers 

State Univ. of New York at Albuiiy Libraries 
Josepn Nitecki 

:ilc Univ'. New York at I^uffalb Libraries 
Stanton F- Biddle 

State Univ, of New YorK riL Stbhy Brock Library 
John B. tmith 

Syrneuse Univcrs^iy L'brai es 
Not lier ^sen'.ed 

1>ni[^ic^ I'nivorsily ' .ni-afy 
Sharo • liog^-r; 

University oT 'ierno-'^ec IJbr;ii'i 
Donald il'^-u 

University of Texas Libraries 
Linda Bo-^.upre 
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! i.'Xas A vN W I 'iiivcrsily i.ibrary 
Iroiio Ildiicilcy 

I nivorsity of '! ofonto Libraril::: 
.\iarilyn StuuTOw 

llilaiic University i.ibrai\v 
Phwip [::. l.einl)ao[i 



I'rii vet'sil V of* Utah l.ibraries 
RofT^S' K. 1 lanson 

\\sn(Jv:rbilt Uitivcrsily l ibrary 
Joseph Scopan.^ 

CirfVHJi'i IH>ly techr.ic Inst. Liljraries 
! ' • ( iordon Hcc[r»inan 

linivcrfsity rt' v;r|j;inia i/ibraries 
Ray l*r. /: 



University of Wushington Library 
Not iieprosented 

Was'hiiigton State University l ibrary 
Allone F. Schnaittur 

Washington University t.ibrnriGS 
Charles Cliurchwell 

Wayne State University Libraries 
James F. Williams, 11 

University of Western Ontario Library 
Robert Lee 

University of Wisconsin Libraries 
Nancy Marshall 

\ii\e University Libraries 
Jack Siggins 



York University Libraries 
Ellen lioffmann 



apiM':ni)1x h-2 



;\i)oll, Milllcera L). 
A:i)rc:*!u, Steriinf; J; 
AiuleiS'uU j;e Movne VV; 
AlR.nso.i, HUUH 

lU'Hupr:', I itida 
Mecha:*nii, (iordon 11. 
Mrc'kiuan, Margaret 
IUmU/, Dale M. 
Mosatlt, l.arry X- 
hicldl Stnriton f-- 
Hishcp, David F, 
MoUcs, Shirley 
Mover, ( 'alvin 
Hrowir, Nancy 
MryiUeson, Susan 
inidintrlon, ill tarn S. 

(*arrin[^ton, S. rnuel 
(^haiiibers, ao'^n 
Chapin^ Hichard i^, 
( hureliwoHj Cnarion 
< itrcin, \ IclfMi 

DaKMCSC, dor^coh 
Deacon, Margaret 
I )(} ( iennarc. iUeliard 
|)ougl:erty. il.cliard M. 
|.v.wt)Os, Rc>l/in 
«ini, Ann 



University of California, San t)iego Library 
Brighairi Young University Library 
Colorado State University Library 
University of Illinois Library 



c;dlurnbia iJnivcrsity Libraries 

University of I'exas Libraries .. 

Virginia i^oly, Inst- and Plate Univ. Libr^^r es 

University of Gueiph Library 

University of iowa Libraries 

Linda Mall Library 

SUN Y-I3uffalo Libraries 

University of Georp:ia Libraries 

Rutgers University Librarv . 

University of Cf:iifornia, irvine LiLrary 

University of SrtskatcHewan Library 

University cf i3r?laware Library 

John Crerar Lif^rary 



Rice Uiiiversii:y Library .. 
Univv-rsity cT CalifoT-nia, Riverside Library 
iVliciugar^ ?tate University Library 
Washington Uni ve^•s_it^* Libraries 
Gcor^Ma instit.ile of '.'echhblbgy 

i (irdue University .Library 

University of California^ Davis Library 

Ur.ivr^sity of Pennsyivahia Libraries 

University of ?^ichigah_ Lil^rary 

University of Houston Libraries 

r^9^e Western Reserve University l.ibr irios 



l-o; il . Stu i *t 
^^:alU/., Ri;N 
l-'^oon:an, lV4er 



University of iVlahitbba Libraries 

Pennsylvania State ■ niversity Library 
University of Virginia Libraries 
UnivcrsitN of Alberta Library 



1 ' Kayo 

( iovan, .lanics b\ 
( iijjdry, < ■ .\ _ 



/ersi'y of AlatKHna Libraries 

Dn.ycrsity.of North Carolina Lihrar^-s 
Louisiana State Uhiyersity Library 
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liaak, Jbhi^ K. 
Ijarv^'on, Kdg'bi* K. 
liarrar, f /. Uonnne 
liill, (iraliaili K. 
iloadlcy, Irerio H. 
iloffiiianru Rllcn 
lloi^an, Sharori 
Howard, Joseph II. 
llurit, I>o,iaI(l li. 

.iolHisoru liorlKM't l-'. 

Kocpp, Donald 
Kroissitiari, liornarci 
Kului, Uarfc!i li. 

l.aii'J, \\ . i )avid 
I.auoaS: Mn 
Loc, KoUoi't 
1.00, >vul II. 
i.oinl5nch, 11. 
Littleton, 1.1 ; 
l.uckor. Jay j^: 



»cy, Mai'gct H, 
.id, John i- 
:. :van, Jn^,n V. 
ov, Kcbe^t 
iHr.sh?;il, Nancy 
Mhv\ in, S'lsan K. 
Miliar, f:h:jries 1::. 
Alilior, Robert (\ 
Aiyoi'S, Jaaios N. 

Nitecki. Joseph Z. 

Osbu n, Chorles B. 
Otto, iVjargaret A. 



Paulson, Peter 
l^ete^son, Kenneth G. 

Ranz, James 
Rig^s, Donald 
Rodgevs, l-'rank 
Rose ithal, JoserM 
Hoss, Ryburn M. 
Kotise, Rcfcoe 
Kurikle, Ivlai tin D. 



University of Hawaii Library 
L'niversity of Utah Libraries 
Universily of IVlarylahd j^ibrary 
-McMaster University Library 
Texas A&iVl University Library 
York University j.ibraries 
'remple University Libraries 
N;jtio; ^1 Agriculturnl Library 
I'ni 'orsity of Tennessee Libraries 

iiiory University Library 

Princeton University Library 
University of California, Davis Library 
Iowa State University Library 



University of Arizona Library 

Boston University Library 

University of Western uritario Libraries 

University of Oklalioma Library 

Tulanc- Uni ; j.rity Libr?iry 

North Carolina State University Library 

Massachusetts In titute of Teclinology 

Libraries 

Queen^^'. University Library 
University of Connecticut Library 
Northwestern University Libraries 
Smithsonian jhstitutibh Libraries 
University of Wisconsin Libraries 
Johns Ilopkihs_University_ Library.^ 
Florida .^*tate University Lib';ary ; 
University. of No're.Dairie Libraries 
Stanford Uhivesity Li varies 

State Univ. of New York at Albany Libraries 

University of Cincinnati Libraries 
Dartrriduth. CdUegr Libraries 

New_ York.Stfc te Library 

Southern Illincis University Library 

University of Kahs-^.i: library 

Arizona Statc Urji versity Library 

Uriiversi^V of IVliami Library 

University oi ^-aliforhia, Berkeley Library 

Cprhell University Library ^ 

Oklahdrnr. State University Library 

University of Chicago Librarv 



Scc|)ai\ski, Jose^)!! 
SfMiiiaitter, AlJone I'l 
Scolt, .Mariaiiiic 

. .ii'i'-fow, M^iriiyn 
.SMaii<';ii. lossy, 'riiomas 
SliiprUiHi, (icH)r[.!:e V\; 

SifA-Kiii.'ij Jack 
Simpson, Donald 
Sloan, Mlaine F; 
Sniitli, HIdred 
Sfnilii, I'ilmer, V. 
Smith, John l^; 
Stiiitli, Kent 7\. 
Stam, David li, 
Slrow(i, I'Uvin 
Studor, WilHani J. 

''I'aIi>ot, i^ichard 
Taylor, \icrrily \\. 

't'o()nibs, Kcnnbtii \\. 

V^issalio, Paul 

Waiton, ( Mydc _ 
Ucisti, VViliiain J.__ 
Wjiiianis, Janics F. 
VVtHis, Paul A. 
Uiiiocks, R. Max 
VVHson, Kenneth 
V*. oodsworlh, VnriC 
VVvatt, James F . 



Vanderbilt University library 

VVashington States University Library 

[VIcGill UniversKy Library , , . 

T'hlversity of California, bos Angeles Libr>iry 

University of Toronto L brarjes 

Uriivorsity of Mjssouri Library 

University of Oregon bibrary 

Yale University Libraries 

Center for Research bibraries 

Indiana University bibraries 

UnU arsity of Minnesota Libraries . _ _ 

Canada Inst; for Scientific & Technical Info. 

SUN Y-Stony Brook Library 

National Ll'^rary of Medicine 

New York • ublie Library 

Duke University Libraries 

Ohio State University Libraries 

University of Massachusetts Libraries 
Hrown University Library 

University of South Carolina Libraries 

University of New Mexico Library 

University of Cbloradb Library 
Library of Congress 
Wayne State University Libraries 
University of Kentucky Libraries 
University of Florida Libraries 

Howard. University Libraries 

University of Pittsburgh Libraries 
University of Rochester Libraries 



Shirley E:clicnnan, Lxecutive Director . . 

('aroTA. Mandel, Associate Kxecutive Director 

Nicola Daval, Information Oliicer 

Jeffrey Meynen, ARL Microform Project Coordinator 

\lex Liehtcnsir' i'v Administrative Assista;it 

i)uane K. Webster, Director, Office of Management Studies - 
Maxine K. Silts, Information Services Specialist, Office of^Mana^oment . J udir 
Patricia Swafison, Public Services Specialist, Office of Management Studies 
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iU\i'ietlo Avraiii, library of C'on^rcss - Spoak-^r 

i'oni Hoarinan, Nation<?t rornniission on Libraries 6c fhfbrmatibh Science 
KovvlaiKi Hrqvvn, Or lA ', Inc. 

(iuy ('iouticr; Canadian Asr^ociation of Resoarcli ■ ibrar 'os 
.iiil l-atzor; tihivcrsity of California^ San Diego/CLR Intern 
Jeffrey I'ield, National Endowment for the Humanities 
(iorcion ['retwell, University of Massachusetts 
U alter (irattid^e, (ieneral Electric foundation 
Uarren Haas, Council on Library Resources 

l-cjward Holley, University of North Carolina^ School of Library Scir^nco 

C- Leo Jones, L^ouncil on Library Resources 

i)ivinna Mareurn, C^ouncil on Library Resources 

Richard iVIcCoy, Research Libraries Group 

Lucia liHtlier, Library of Congress .Speaker 

Su5;an Rh'je, (Columbia Uhiversity/CLR Intern 

(iori-ion Rowley, Washington Unjversity/CLR Ihterh 

Helen Sprlding, Northwestern University/CLR Intern 

Pete/ Sparks, Library of Congress 

RoL^ori Steuart,. Simmons College^ Graduate School of Library & Inf( rmation Scienc( 
Sarah Thomas, University of Gebrgi_a/C:i.R Intern 

Herbert VVhite, Indiana University^ Graduate _Schbbi of Libriiry A' Inforn>ition Sciertc 



APPENDIX F 

ASSOriA riON of RESHAKCII LIBRA/klES 
urMcHRS, KDAUn UF I-KKCTORS, COMIVllTTliHS AND TASK FORCES 



\:\ \ OFFl C^KRS AND B0-\R1) FOR I ^)82^4m . 
Jnnies F. Govan^ Presidc3nt 

FUired Sn\ith, Vice President <5r President-Elect 
iViillicc^t Abellj Fast President 
M Slorling^'J. Albrecht (Oct. 1983) 
• ilu^h C. Atkinson (Oct: 1985) 

PatriciaHattih (Oct. 1985) 

John P. iMcDbnalU (Oct. 1 983) 

' William J. Studer (Oct. 1984) 

Richard J./Ialbdt (Oct.. 1984) 

Paul Vassallo (OcU 1985) 

Anne Woodswbrth (Ool. 1984) 



A i ) V 1 SO R Y c c .VI M Fr^rF:i^s 



( - enter for Chinese ;i ^seare ^iVla-ter: a' 

LU.yd F. Fa^^tman, University C; iH fioi:s ( 
Yinj^-tnab Kau, Brown Unr'<.rsity ('^83) 
Lviti^n Van Slyke, Stanford University (1984) 
Douglas IVicInnes (19S5) 
Antony ?tlarr, Yale_ Urivers^ty (1 984) . 
I'U^'ene Wu, }iarvard Ui-'versity (1985) 
IMiillp J. -VicNiff, :^hair 



( ) rfice of ^hinagjgm cnt Studies 

.Joan Chani^bers (1985) 
Richard l)e Gennaro (1985) 
Frank Rodgers (1983) 
Martin D. Runkle (1983) 
Richard J: Talbot (1985) 
c:iyde Walton (1984) 
Jay K. Lucker, Chair (1984) 



A K I . .M icroi'bi'iii Vvc^ oc*t ('ataloLnhy: Frograin 



DUahb l^bp:b[ischnoidor, Ivlicr of ilining ( 'bipbratioti of AiiicrMCa, Ir 
;lbscph A. Hoiss6 

Kbhert cirby ' '^^lo, Hiuvbrsity of iV] issi^^sii^H 

i i'vi Ka^.- AC . arch i.ibraribs Clroup 

1 ' . ; .Mi, liesbarell Puf^Iicntiotls, liie. 

Jo. ^,.Mi Library of ('ongross 

>^lafy Kile \ Jacob, Orix\ Inc: 

l^aino Sloan 

Del Williaitis, Western illinois; University 



A UL Microf o rm 4ji-ojoc^l^ms-o rvatian Prog-rar i^ # 



Harold killings 

^^•u>V' -^'Ct Child, Sm thsonian Institution Libraries 
>ancy (Iwinri, Research Libraries Croup 

Aridf'ew Kaynioncl, Northeast j)ocurnent Conservation f:entei 

Peter' Sparks, Library of ^'orii^ress 

havid II. Stuin 

Clyde Walton 

David ( Wet)er 

Marina ret A. Otto 



s'rANi;iN(i coiMiVirrriUis 



(\)i[Hnittcc on Nominations 

ARL Vice President, Chair 



( 'oinmittee o n .v RL Statistics 

Calvin J. Boyor l_985) • 

Ciordon FretwelU University of Massachusetts (1985) 
Robert J.ee (1985) 

Kencloi: Stubl)s, University of Virgihia (1985) 
llcroer-t Johnson, hair (1984) 



Cofrniittee on Preservation of Resea.-ch Library IVIaterials 



Haroicl W. Billing^ (1985) _ 

»^eter Sparks, Library of Congress Liaison 

l)avi..i 11. Stam (198r) 

(^yde Walton (1983) _ 

Da-id C. Wober (1985) 

Margar-t A. Otto, Chair (13S4) 

94 



roihnnlloe on Ui[)liograi)llie C^oritra4 

Margaret Bcckmah (1985) 
navid Hisiibp (1985) 
1). Kayc Gapch (19 35) 
Jbscpn 11. Howard (1984) 
' Martin 1). liunklc (1985). 
Joseph Kdscntlml, Chair (1984) 



roru-niiU oo on Lib mi-y Hdacation 

Irene B. lloadley (1984) 
Herbert F. Johnson (1 983) 

Mdwrd liolley, University of North Carolina (1985) 
Herbert White, Indiana University ( 1 984) 
Merrily Taylor (1985) 
Margot B: McBurney, Cliair (1983) 



\Icrjiber^hlp-b'^mmittec on Nonuniversity Libraries 

Donald C. Anthony (1985) 
VVillidmiS. Budington (1983) 
Robert Maloy (1985) 
Marilyn Sliarrow (1985) 
Hoy L, Kidman, Chair (1983) 

JUti;/CKl. doint Committee on Expanded Access to Journal c ;:QllBe-tion s 

Susan Brynteson 
Hicharcl R. Chapin 
tjrahanp Iliii* 
: >onald:Koepp* 
Joseph IRosenthal* 
Richard J. Talbot 
Hlaine Sloan, Chair 

(* A Rl/roprescntatives) 

I 



I 

I 

I 

i 
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AKl. TASK I'ORCKS 



Task i' orc?e bh ('blloetibn ncvclbpiiicnt (i,. 3:0 

l.ioridrik l:icJlcman 

Jbhfi iMrt/i,. Li^^r'Hry bf Cbrigi-ess 

VVarrtih H. Kulin 

[■iuirles B. Osburri 

Mariaanc Scott 

Robert (\ Millers Cluur , 



Task Force on Research Library Staffing- (1 984) 

Milliceilt L). Abell 

Nartcy A. Brown 
j IrcMio H. j Jo'idley 

f'johii P. i\lc(iovvan 

Kussell Shank 
I 'i:ic]red Smith, C:hBir 



AhA CA.inmittee on Cataloging: DesoriptiLn and Access ...... Georga Gibbs, UCM.A 

ALA ni;?rlibrary Loan (Committee Joan Charnh'r^rs 

ALA ^..atistics Coordinating Committee Carol IV.,.ndel 

ANSI Coinrmttee Z39 Joanne Harrar 

(X)NSt:H Advisory Group Carol^lVlanbe] 

Ligliteenth-Co' tnry Short Title 6aJ:alofue Ray Frantz 

Joint Committet on Union List„of Serials William Budinglon 

LC (;:ataloging-ifi' Publication Advisory Committee ..Carol Mandel 

L(^ Network Aa^^iFory Committee William S uder 

Society of American Archivists Herbert Finch, Cornell 

Uni /ersal Serials 6c Boc '' Exchange Joanne llarrar 

fslationai Conserv^atlon Advisory Com''mittee David Stnm 

Voting h ?presentative to IFLA Shirley Echelman 

Voting Representative to ANSI ConKTiittee Z39 Shirley Echelman 
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TASK K()H(M>:SJ^^imHL L:[Vit^NTAT10N OF THE ARL PLAN OF ACTIObl 



Hugh C. Atkinson 
Stuart Forth 
i). Kuye tiapcn 
tvlartin Runkle 
Uuorgc Shipman 
V\'iUiani Studer 
C'liarles Osburn, ("hair 

TnHl^lujrec on Coordinatedf Development and Us€-^itx:olleetjons (Objective Two) 



Joseph H. lloward 

I'llaine Sloan 

bavid }i. Stam, Chair 



T4islcJ-orce on Objective Six 

Herbert Johnson 
Jay K. Lucker .. .. 
iViiilieent 13. Abell, Chair 




(Objective One) 
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MEi\iHL:RS]l.iP.LlS1^ 
Oclbber 1983 



University of Alabama Libraries 
WO. llbx S 

University, Alabama 3548B 

n. Kaye (iapch^ Dean of Univ. Librs. 

(205) 348-75(n 

University of Alberta library 
l'!(]iiibhtbh, Alt)erta, Canada 1'6G 2JB 

Peter I* reemahj Librarian 

(403) 432-3790 

University of Arizona Library 
Tucsbh^ Arizona 85721 

V\ . David Lairdj Librarian 

(602) 621-2101 

Arizona State Uhivisrsity Library 
Terhpe, Arizona 85281 

Donald Higgs, Librarian 

(602) 965-3417 

Bbstbh Publiie Library 
Copley Square 

Boston, M assachusetts 02117 

Liam Kelly, Acting Librarian 
(617)536-5400 



Boston Universit y Library 
Boston, iVl assachusetts 02215 

John Laucns, Director 

(617) 353-3716 

Brif^harn Yoang University Library 
324 Lee Library 
Provo, Utah 84662 

Sterling J. Albrecht, Univ. Libn. 

(801) 378-2905 

University of British Columbia Library 
Vancouver, B.C., Canada V6T 1W5 

Douglas Melnnes, Librarian 

(604) 228-2298 

Brown University Library 
Providence, Rhode Island 132912 

Merrily Taylor, Librarian 

(401) 863-2162 
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University of California Library, Berkeley 
Berkeley, California 94720 

Joseph Rosenthal, Director 

(415) 642-3773 

University of Calif ornia Library, Davis 
Davis, California 95616 

Bernard Kreissman, Librarian 

(916) 752-21 10 

University of California , Irvine 
The University Library 
P.O. Box 19557 

Irvine, California 92713 

Calvin J. Boyer, University Librarian 
(714) 833-5212 

University of California Library, Los xAngetes 
Los Angeles, Cajifornia 90024 

Russell Shank, Librarian 

(213) 825-1201 

University of California Library, Riverside 
P.O. Box 5966 

Riverside, California 92517 

Joan Chambers, University Librari:an 
(714) 787-3221 

University of California , San Diego 

The University Library 

La Jolla, California 92037 

Millicent p. Abell, Librarian 

(619) 452-3061 

University bf Califbrriia , Santa Barbara 

The University Library 

Santa Barbara, Calif brhia 931 06 

Margaret Deacon, Acting Librarian 

(805) 961-3256 

Canada Institute for Scientific 
_& Technical Ihfbrmatibh 
Natibhal Research Cbuncil of Canada 
Ottawa, Canada KIA OS2 

Elmer_V. Smith, Directbr 

(613) 993-2341 




ERIC 



Case VVestern Reserve University Libraries 
Cleveland, Ohio 441.DB ... 

Ann Drain, Acting Director 

(21 R) 3R8'2990 

Center for Research Libraries 
B05O South Kenwood Avenue 
C^hieago, Illinois. 60637 

Donald B. Sjmpson, Director 

(312) 955-4545 

University of Chicago Library 
diicago, Illinois. 60637 

Martin D. Ruhkle, Director 

(3 12) 962-8744 

University of Cihcinnatt Libraries 
Cincinnati,. Ohio 45221 

Charles B. Osburn, Vice Provost 
for Univ. Libraries 

(513) 475-221 8 



University of 



Library 



Boulder, Colorado 80309 

Clyde Walton, Director 
(303) 492-7511 

Colorad o State University Library 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80521 

Le Moyne W. Anderson, Director 

(303) 491-5911 



CblUintto University Libraries 
New York, New York 1 0027 

Patricia Battin, Vice Pres. 
6c Univ. Libn. 

(212) 280-2247 

University of Connecticut. Library 
Storrs, Connecticut 0B2B8 

John P. McDonald, Director 

(203) 486-2219 



Cornell University Libraries 
Ithaca, New York 14850 

Louis E.. jVl.a.rtin^ Univ. 

(607) 256-3689 



Libn, 



Dartmouth College Libraries 
Hanover, New M.arripshire 03755 

Margaret A. Otto, Libn. 

(603) 646-2235 
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Univcrsity of Delaware Library 
Newark, Delaware 197.11 

Susan Bryhtesbri, Director 

(802) 738-2231 

Duke University Libraries . 

Durham, North Carolina. 27706 . 

Eivin E. Strowd, University Librarian 

(919) 684-2034 

Emory University Library 
Atlanta, Georgia 30322 

Herbert F. Johnson, Director 

(404) 329-6861 

University oLFlorida Libraries 
Gainesville, Florida 32603 

Gustaye.A. Harrer, Director 

(904) 392-0341 

Florida State Uhivcrsity Library 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306 

Charles E. Miller, Director 

(904) 644-521 1 

Georgetown University Library 
Washington, D,C. 20007 

Joseph E, Jeffs, Director 

(202) 625-4095 

University of Georgia Libraries 
Athisns, Georgia 30601 

David Bishop, Eiireetor 

(404) 542-2716 



Get 



Lute of Technology 



Price Gilbert Memorial Library 
Atlanta, Georgia 30332 

E. G. Roberts, Director 

(404) 894-4510 



University of Gueiph Library 

Guelph, Ontario, Canada _N1G 2W1 

Margaret Beckman^ Chief Libh. 

(519) 824-4120 

Harvard University Library 

Wadsworth House 

Cambridge,. Massachusetts 02138 

Oscar Hahdlihj Director 

(617) 495-2401 

University of Hawaii Library 
2550 The Mall 
Honolulu^ Hawaii 96822 

John R. Haak, Director 

(808) 948-7205 



Uriiv(M\sily of Houston Lihraries 
lloUstoh, 'l oxas 77004 

Kobiil Dowries, Director 

(71 3) 741)-4 241 

i tovvard Uriiversity l^ibrarios 
nOOO Harvard Place, N.W. 

Washington; D.C. 20059 

Kenneth Wilson, Actirip: Direeior 
(202) n3()-7234 

University of II] 'no^ Library 
1408 West Clregory Drive 
Urhana, Illinois filSOl 

Hugh C. Atkinson, Univ. Librarian 

(217) 333-0790 



imUmoa University J^ibraries 
Hloomirigton, Indiana 4'i'401 

Hlaine F- Sloan, Dean of Univ. LiF>rs. 

(812) 335-3404 



University of Iowa Libraries 
Jowa (^ity, Iowa 52242 

I)ale i\L Hentz, Univ. Librarian 

(319) 353-4450 

Idwa State University Library 
Ames, Iowa 5001 1 

W'arren B. Kuhn, Dean of Lib. Services 

(51 5) 294-1442 

John Crcrar Library 
35 West 3_3rd Street __ _ 
C:hicago,_Illinb_is _60B1 B 

Willianri S. Budihgtbh^ Director 

(312) 225-2526 

Johns libpkihs University Library 
The IVliltbh S. Eisenhower Library 
Baltimore, Maryland 21218 

Susan K. Martin, Librarian 

(301) 338-8325 

University of Kansas Library 
Lawrence, Kansas 66044 

James Rahz> Dean of Libraries 

(91 3) 864-3601 

University of Kentucky Libraries 
Lexihgtbhj Kentucky 40506 

Paul A. Willis, Director 

(606) 257-3801 



Kent State University Libraries 
Kehtj Ohio 44242_ 

1-iymah W. Kritzer, Assistant Provost & 

Director of Libraries 

(216) 672-2962 

Library of Congress 
Washington, D.C. 20540 

Daniel J. Bbdrstih^ Librarian 

(202) 287-5205 

Linda Hall Library 

Kansas City, IVlissdui'i 64110 

Larry X- Besaht^ Director 

(816) 363-4600 

Louisiana St ate University Library 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803 

George Guidry, Jr., Director 

(504) 388-2217 



iVlcCUll University Library 
3459 McTavish Street 
Montreal, Canada H3A lYl 

Marianne Scott, Director 

(514) 392-4949 

McMaster University Library 

1.280 Main Street We^t _ 

i5amiltohjt Ohtario^ Canada L85 4L6 

GrahajTi R. Hill^ University Librarian 

(416) 525-9140 Local 4359 

The y h i V e rsi t y b f IVI ah i tpba_ L ib ra r i es 
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 2N2 
Canada 

Earl F e rgHjsci^ D irec tor 

(204) 474-9881 

University of Maryland . Library 
College Park^ Maryland 20742 

H. Jbahhe.Harrar, Librarian 

(301) 454-301 1 

University of Massachusetts Ljbraries 
Amherst^, Massachusetts _01002 

Richard J. Talbot, Director 

(413) 545-0284 

Massachusetts Inst, of Techhblbgy Libs. 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139 

Jay K. Lucker, Director 

(617) 253-5651 



University of iVliaini Library 

1^0. Hox*2482L4 

Corai Ciablbs, lorida 331 24 

I'rarik Kbcigers, Director 

(3()5) 284-3551 

University of [Vlicluga44 Library 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 4BU)9 

Ricluird M. DougTiTrl>r-^:)irector 

(313) 7i^4-9356 

Michigan State University bibrary 
l-ast Lansing, Michigan 48823 

Richard Chapin, Director 

(517) 355-2341 

University of IV linncs ota Libraries 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Lldred Smith, Director 

(B12) 373-3097 

University of Missouri Library 
('olunibia, Missouri R5201 

'rhbmas W. Shaughnessy, Director 

(314) 882-4701 

Natibhal Agricultural Library 
lieltsville, Maryland 20705 

Joseph H. Howard, Director 

(301) 344-4248 

Natidnal-^abcary of Canada 

395 Wellington Street 

Ottawa, bnt., Canada K1A0N4 

Josepli Guy Sylvestrc, Librarian 

(B13) 996-1623 

National Library of M_edicjhe 
Bethesda, Maryland 20014 

Martin M. Cumniihgs, Director 

(301) 496-6221 

University of Nebraska -Lincoln 

The University Libraries 

Lincoln, Nebraska 68588-0410 

Gerald A. Rudolph, Dean of Libraries 

(402) 472-2526 

Tto ^ewSerrv Library 
60 West Walton Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60610 . . 

Joel L. Saitiuels, Dir. of Lib. Sers. 

(312) 943-9090 



r\Yc University of New Mexico 
General Library 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87131 _ 

Paul Vassallo, Dean of Lib. Sers. 
(505) 277-4241 

New York Public Libra ry 
Fifth Avenue at 4^nc] btrect 
New York, New York 10018 

David H; Stam, Director of the 
Research Libraries 

(212) 936-0708 

New-^todc^tate Librar y 
Cultural Education Center 

Empire State Plaza 

Albany, New York 12234_ 

Joseph F. Shubert, State Librarian 

(518) 474-5930 

>i^^^_^ork_University Libraries 

New York, New York 10003 

CarUon C. Rochcllj Dean of Libraries 

(212) 598-7676 

University of North Carolina Libraries 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 2751 5 

James F. Gpvah, Director 

(919) 962-1301 

North Carolina State University 

D.H, Hill Library 

Box 5007 _ 

Raleigh^. North Carolina 27650 

I,T. LLttleton, Director 

(919) 737-2843 

Northwestern University Libraries 
Evanstbh^ Illihois 6021 1 

Jbiih P. McGowan, Librarian 

(312) 492-7640 

University of Noti^e-^Datne Libraries 
Notre Dartie, Indiana 46556 

Robert C. Miller, Librarian 

(219) 239-5252 

Ohio State Uhivcrsity Libraries 
Columbusj Ohio 43210 

William J. Studer, Director 

(614) 422-4241 
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University oT Uklahonm Library 
Nbrrnah^. Oklahoma 73UGy 

SUIJI. Leo^ Deah^ University Librs. 

(^Of^) 325-21)1 I or 2i]\A 

^jls|alib[iia State Uhivbrsity Library 

Stillwater, nklahorna. 74078 

Kbscbc KbUsb, Ueah bf Lib. Ser. 
: (405) 624-6321 

Urliversity bf Oregon Library 
LUgene, CU-egbn 97403 

Licbrge W. SHipnian, Univ. Libh. 

(503) 686-3056 

University of Pef^ns ylvania Libraries 
IMilladelpliia, Pennsylvania 19104 

Ulcluird i)e Gennaro, Director 

(215) 898-7091 

Pennsylvania Sta ^ University Library 
University Park, Pennsylvania 16802 

^_^tuart Forth, Dean of Univ. Libraries 
. /--^^814) 865-0401 

^U niversity of Pittsburgh 
826 t'athedrai of Learning 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15266 

Anne VVoodsworth, Assoc, Provost 

for Libraries 
(412) 624-0907 

HriJiceton University Library 
Princeton, New Jersey 68540 

Donald Koepp, Director 

(609) 452-3170 



Pardue University Library 
Lafayette, Indiana 47907 

Joseph M. Dagnese, Director 

(31 7) 494-2900 

Queen^s University 

Douglas Library 

Kingston, Canada. K7L 5C4 

IVlargot B._IV]cBurhey^ Chief Libn. 

(613) 547-5950 

Rice University Library 
6100 S. Main, Box 1892 
Houston, Texas 77001 

Sarhuel. Carrihgtbh^ Directbr 

(713) 527-4022 
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Uhiversity bf Hbc.hbstbr Libraries 
Hbchester, New Ybrk 14.627 

James F_. VVyatt^ Directbr 

(716) 275-4463 

Rutgers University Library 
New Bruhswick^ New Jersey 08901 
Hehdrik Edelrriah, Univ. Libh. 

(201) 932-7505 

University of Sa^ ^katchewah 
Saskatbbhj Canada S7N OWO 

Nancy A. Brbwh, Univ. Libh. 

and Dirisctbr bf Libraries 

(306) 343-4216 

Sniithsonian Institu tion Litjrari^s 
Constitution Avenue at 10th St., N.VV. 
VV as h i n g t o n, D . C . 20560 

Robert Maloy, Director 

(202) 357-2240 

University of South Cacolina Libraries 
Columbia, South Carolina 29208 

Kenneth E. Toombs,' Director of Libs* 

(803) 777-3142 

^ University of Southern Californta Library 
'Los Angeles, California 90007 

Roy L. Kidman, Librarian 

(213) 743-2543 

Soutliern Illinois University Library 
Carbondale, Illinois 62901 

Kenneth G. Peterson, Dean of 
Library Affairs 

(618) 453-2522 

Stanford University Libraries 
Stanford, California 94305 

David C. Weber, Directbr 

(415) 497-2016 

State University of New Ybrk at Albany 

Libraries 
1400 Washihgtbh AvehUe 
Albany, New .York 1222 2__ 

Joseph Z. Nitecki^ Directbr 

(518) 457-8540 

State University of New York at Buffalo 

Libraries 
Buffalo, New York 14214 

Saktidas Rby, Directbr 

(716) 636-2965 




state Ur4iv; of New York at Stony BrbbR 
Library 

Stony Brook, New York 11794 . 

John B; Snuth, Directbr & Dean of Lib. 
(516) 24ri-5ri5D 

Syraf^usp University Libraries 
Syracuse, New York 132 10 

l:)onald C. Anthbny, Directbr 

(315) 423-2574 

Temple University Library 

Paley Library _ 

Phiiadelpliia, Pennsylvania 19122 

Josepli A. Hoisse, Director 

(215) 787=8231 

University of Tennessee Libraries 
Knoxviile, Tennessee 37916 

Donald H. Hunt, Director 

(61 5) 974-4127 

University of Texas Libraries 
Austin, Texas 78712 ; 

Harold W. Billings, Director 

(512) 471-3811 



Texas AcyiVl University Library 
Sterling C. Evans Library 
College Station, Texas 77843 

Irene B. Hoadley, Director 

(409) 845-8111 

Uriiversity of Toron to Libraries 
Toronto, Ont., Canada rVl5S]A5 

iVlarilyn Sharrow, Chief Librarian 
(416) 978-2292 ^ 

Tulane University Library 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70118 
Philip H. Leinbach, Librarian 
(504) 865-5131 

University of Utah Libraries 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84112 

Roger K. Hanson, Director 

(801) 581-8558 

Vandert>Ut University Library 
419 21st Avenue South 
Nashville, Tennessee 37203 

Jordan Scepanski, Acting Directbr 

(615) 322-2834 



Virginia Polytechnic Irist^ .arid State Univ. 
Blacksburg, Virginia 24061.. _ . . 

IL Gordon Bechariari, Directbr of Libs. 
. (703) 961-5593 

University of Virginia 
Alderman Library. 
Charlottesville, Virginia 22901 

Ray Frantz, Jr., Librarian 

(804) 924-3026 or 7849 

University of Washington Library 
Seattle, Washington 98195 

Merle Boylari, Director 

(206) 543-1760 

Washington State University Library 
Pullman, Washington 99163 

AUene F. Schnaitter, Director 

(509) 335-45b7 

Washington University Libraries 
St. Louis, Missouri 63130 

Charles Churchwell, Librarian 

(314) 889-5400 

Wayne State University Libraries 
Dctrpit, Michigan 48202 

James F. Williams 11, Assoc. Director 

(313) 577-4029 

Uriiversity of ^^-estern Qntarib 
DB Weldon Library 
London, Ontario,, Canada 

Robert Lee, Director of Libs. 

(519) 679-3165 

University of VVisconsin Libraries 
Madison, Wisconsin 53706 _ 

Nancy Marshall, Acting Directbr 

(608) 262-3521 

Yal^ University Libraries 

New Haven, Connecticut 06520 

Ruther^^ord D. -Rogers, Librariari 

(203) 436-2456 

York University Libraries 

4700 Keele Street _ 

Downsview, Ontario, Canada M3J 2R2 
Ellen Hoffmann, Acting Directbr 
(416) 667-2235 
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